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i. Thesis aďstraĐt 
The psychological aspects of propensity to offend are considered. The relationship between attitude, 
personality, and reported offending is explored. Some literature considers how attitude influences 
offending; others look at the relationship between personality and offending. The present thesis 
proposes that there is a complex relationship between all three.   
The Attitude to Offending Style Scale measures preferences towards hypothetical offending styles. 
“hultzs͛ FI‘O-B explores the structure of interpersoŶal peƌsoŶalitǇ. FiŶallǇ, aŶ adaptatioŶ of YouŶgs͛ 
D42 (D45) explores styles and level of reported offending. 254 members of the general public 
complete each of these self-report scales. 
An SSA-I tests the construct validity and structure of the scales stated above. Multiple regression 
analyses explore the relationship between attitude and personality, and how these influence level of 
reported offending. The moderating role of interpersonal personality is also considered. 
The findings reveal that Attitudes are categorized as: Instrumental or Expressive high risk, and Low 
ƌisk. “hultzs͛ FI‘O-B scale has four facets: Expressed Inclusion Expressed Control, Received Inclusion 
and Received Control. Finally, reported offending is categorised as More or Less serious, 
Instrumental or Expressive, and target Person or Property. Results show that variations in attitude 
and personality styles are related to level of reported offending.  
Furthermore, it was found that the relationship between attitude and level of reported offending is 
ŵodeƌated ďǇ leǀel of ͚‘eĐeiǀed CoŶtƌol͛. Moƌe speĐifiĐallǇ, ǁheŶ aŶ iŶdiǀidual shoǁs a positiǀe 
attitude toǁaƌds IŶstƌuŵeŶtal high ƌisk Đƌiŵes aŶd feel ͚ĐoŶtƌolled ďǇ otheƌs͛, theiƌ leǀel of ƌepoƌted 
offending is also likely to be high.  
The presented research shows the value of considering attitudes towards offending, the moderating 
role of interpersonal personality, and how this relates to level of reported offending. The methods 
employed throughout the thesis demonstrate the strength and validity of self-report measures. 
Results are applicable to many areas, including direction and methods in future research. The 
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ϵ.ϰ.ϰ PƌediĐtiŶg leǀel of ƌepoƌted offeŶdiŶg     ϮϭϮ 
ϵ.ϰ.ϱ The ŵodeƌatiŶg effeĐts of peƌsoŶalitǇ     Ϯϭϯ 
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ϵ.ϱ Chapteƌ suŵŵaƌǇ         Ϯϭϰ 
Chapter ϭϬ. Thesis suŵŵaƌǇ.         Ϯϭϱ 
ϭϬ.ϭ MethodologiĐal iŵpliĐatioŶs       Ϯϭϱ 
ϭϬ.Ϯ TheoƌetiĐal iŵpliĐatioŶs        Ϯϭϲ 
ϭϬ.ϯ PƌaĐtiĐal iŵpliĐatioŶs        Ϯϭϴ 
























Taďles.                 Page Ŷo. 
Ϯ.ϭ ‘epoƌted leǀels of the ŵodes of iŶteƌpeƌsoŶal ďehaǀiouƌ     ϯϮ 
ϰ.ϭ ‘eliaďilitǇ statistiĐs foƌ the HO““        ϱϭ 
ϰ.Ϯ ‘eliaďilitǇ of iŶdiǀidual HO““ iteŵs        ϱϮ 
ϰ.ϯ ‘eliaďilitǇ of iŶdiǀidual HO““ iteŵs ĐoŶtiŶued      ϱϯ 
ϰ.ϰ ‘eliaďilitǇ statistiĐs foƌ the AO““        ϱϰ 
ϰ.ϱ ‘eliaďilitǇ of iŶdiǀidual AO““ iteŵs        ϱϱ 
ϰ.ϲ ‘eliaďilitǇ statistiĐs foƌ the FI‘O-B        ϱϲ 
ϰ.ϳ ‘eliaďilitǇ of iŶdiǀidual FI‘O-B iteŵs        ϱϳ 
ϰ.ϴ ‘eliaďilitǇ of iŶdiǀidual FI‘O-B iteŵs ĐoŶtiŶued      ϱϴ 
ϰ.ϵ ‘eliaďilitǇ statistiĐs foƌ the Dϰϱ        ϱϴ 
ϰ.ϭϬ ‘eliaďilitǇ of iŶdiǀidual Dϰϱ iteŵs        ϱϵ 
ϰ.ϭϭ ‘eliaďilitǇ of iŶdiǀidual Dϰϱ iteŵs ĐoŶtiŶued      ϲϬ 
ϱ.ϭ MeaŶ sĐoƌes foƌ HǇpothetiĐal OffeŶdiŶg “tǇle “Đale      ϳϭ 
ϱ.Ϯ KeǇ to HO““ ““A          ϳϱ 
ϱ.ϯ Taďle of iteŵs ƌepƌeseŶtiŶg eaĐh gaiŶ tǇpe       ϳϳ 
ϱ.ϰ KeǇ to HO““ ““A          ϳϴ 
ϱ.ϱ KeǇ to HO““ ““A          ϴϭ 
ϱ.ϲ Taďle of iteŵs ǁhiĐh ƌepƌeseŶt ďehaǀiouƌal stǇle      ϴϮ 
ϱ.ϳ KeǇ to HO““ ““A          ϴϰ 
ϱ.ϴ MeaŶ sĐoƌes foƌ the Attitude to OffeŶdiŶg “tǇle “Đale     ϴϵ 
ϱ.ϵ CoƌƌelatioŶs ďetǁeeŶ hǇpothetiĐal sĐeŶaƌios      ϵϭ 
ϱ.ϭϬ CoƌƌelatioŶs ďetǁeeŶ justifiĐatioŶs        ϵϮ 
ϱ.ϭϭ List of iteŵs that ƌepƌeseŶt eaĐh ĐoŶĐept ďeiŶg ŵeasuƌed ǁithiŶ the Attitude to OffeŶdiŶg “tǇle 
“Đale            ϵϯ 
ϱ.ϭϮ KeǇ to AO““ ““A          ϵϱ 
ϱ.ϭϯ KeǇ to AO““ ““A          ϵϴ 
ϱ.ϭϰ KeǇ to AO““ ““A          ϭϬϬ 
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ϱ.ϭϱ KeǇ to AO““ ““A          ϭϬϮ 
ϱ.ϭϲ Taďle of faĐtoƌ loadiŶgs foƌ iteŵs oŶ the Attitude to OffeŶdiŶg “tǇle “Đale   ϭϬϯ 
ϱ.ϭϳ KeǇ to AO““ ““A          ϭϬϲ 
ϱ.ϭϴ Age aŶd geŶdeƌ diffeƌeŶĐes iŶ AO““ ƌegioŶs      ϭϬϴ 
ϲ.ϭ MeaŶ sĐoƌes foƌ FI‘O iteŵs fƌoŵ ĐoŵďiŶed data set      ϭϭϮ 
ϲ.Ϯ KeǇ to FI‘O-B ““A          ϭϭϰ 
ϲ.ϯ Iteŵs ƌepƌeseŶtiŶg ŵode aŶd foƌŵ of ďehaǀiouƌ      ϭϭϲ 
ϲ.ϰ KeǇ to FI‘O-B ““A          ϭϭϵ 
ϲ.ϱ Taďle of ŵeaŶ ;“DͿ ǀalues to Đoŵpaƌe data sets      ϭϮϯ 
ϲ.ϲ KeǇ to FI‘O-B ““A          ϭϮϰ 
ϲ.ϳ MeaŶ FI‘O-B Đoƌes foƌ those ǁith oƌ ǁithout a ĐƌiŵiŶal ƌeĐoƌd    ϭϮϴ 
ϲ.ϴ MeaŶ sĐoƌes of age aŶd geŶdeƌ foƌ FI‘O-B ƌegioŶs      ϭϮϵ 
ϳ.ϭ Taďle of ŵeaŶ sĐoƌes foƌ Dϰϱ iteŵs        ϭϯϰ 
ϳ.Ϯ Taďle of ŵeaŶ sĐoƌes foƌ Dϰϱ ĐoŶtiŶued       ϭϯϱ 
ϳ.ϯ KeǇ to Dϰϱ ““A          ϭϯϵ 
ϳ.ϰ KeǇ to Dϰϱ ““A          ϭϰϯ 
ϳ.ϱ Taďle of iteŵs that ƌepƌeseŶt foƌŵ of ďehaǀiouƌ      ϭϰϰ 
ϳ.ϲ KeǇ to Dϰϱ ““A          ϭϰϲ 
ϳ.ϳ Taďle of iteŵs ƌepƌeseŶtiŶg leǀels of seƌiousŶess      ϭϰϳ 
ϳ.ϴ KeǇ to Dϰϱ ““A          ϭϰϵ 
ϳ.ϵ Taďle of iteŵs that ƌepƌeseŶt tǇpe of gaiŶ       ϭϱϬ 
ϳ.ϭϬ KeǇ to Dϰϱ ““A          ϭϱϯ 
ϳ.ϭϭ Taďle of iteŵs ƌepƌeseŶtiŶg foƌŵ of iŶteƌaĐtioŶ      ϭϱϰ 
ϳ.ϭϮ CoƌƌelatioŶs ďetǁeeŶ Dϰϱ suď-gƌoups       ϭϱϱ 
ϳ.ϭϯ Age aŶd geŶdeƌ diffeƌeŶĐes foƌ Dϰϱ suď-gƌoups      ϭϱϳ 
ϴ.ϭ AO““ ƌegioŶ sĐoƌes foƌ high oƌ loǁ leǀels of Eǆpƌessed IŶĐlusioŶ    ϭϲϭ 
ϴ.Ϯ AO““ ƌegioŶ sĐoƌes foƌ high oƌ loǁ leǀels of Eǆpƌessed CoŶtƌol    ϭϲϭ 
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ϴ.ϯ AO““ ƌegioŶ sĐoƌes foƌ high oƌ loǁ leǀels of ‘eĐeiǀed IŶĐlusioŶ    ϭϲϮ 
ϴ.ϰ AO““ ƌegioŶ sĐoƌes foƌ high oƌ loǁ leǀels of ‘eĐeiǀed CoŶtƌol     ϭϲϯ 
ϴ.ϱ KeǇ to AO““ ““A          ϭϲϰ 
ϴ.ϲ KeǇ to AO““ ““A          ϭϲϲ 
ϴ.ϳ KeǇ to AO““ ““A          ϭϲϴ 
ϴ.ϴ KeǇ to AO““ ““A          ϭϳϬ 
ϴ.ϵ Dϰϱ ƌegioŶ sĐoƌes foƌ high oƌ loǁ leǀels of Eǆpƌessed IŶĐlusioŶ    ϭϳϭ 
ϴ.ϭϬ Dϰϱ ƌegioŶ sĐoƌes foƌ high oƌ loǁ leǀels of Eǆpƌessed CoŶtƌol    ϭϳϮ 
ϴ.ϭϭ Dϰϱ ƌegioŶ sĐoƌes foƌ high oƌ loǁ leǀels of ‘eĐeiǀed IŶĐlusioŶ    ϭϳϯ 
ϴ.ϭϮ Dϰϱ ƌegioŶ sĐoƌes foƌ high oƌ loǁ leǀels of ‘eĐeiǀed CoŶtƌol     ϭϳϰ 
ϴ.ϭϯ KeǇ to Dϰϱ ““A          ϭϳϲ 
ϴ.ϭϰ KeǇ to Dϰϱ ““A          ϭϳϴ 
ϴ.ϭϱ KeǇ to Dϰϱ ““A          ϭϴϬ 
ϴ.ϭϲ KeǇ to Dϰϱ ““A          ϭϴϮ 
ϴ.ϭϳ PeaƌsoŶ͛s ĐoƌƌelatioŶs ďetǁeeŶ AO““ aŶd Dϰϱ ƌegioŶs     ϭϴϰ 
ϴ.ϭϴ Multiple ƌegƌessioŶ ƌesults, FI‘O-B eleŵeŶts pƌediĐtiŶg Dϰϱ    ϭϴϱ 
ϴ.ϭϵ Multiple ƌegƌessioŶ ƌesults, AO““ eleŵeŶts pƌediĐtiŶg Dϰϱ     ϭϴϱ 
ϴ.ϮϬ Taďle of ŵodeƌatiŶg effeĐts of Eǆpƌessed IŶĐlusioŶ      ϭϴϳ 
ϴ.Ϯϭ Taďle of ŵodeƌatiŶg effeĐts of Eǆpƌessed CoŶtƌol      ϭϴϴ 
ϴ.ϮϮ Taďle of ŵodeƌatiŶg effeĐts of ‘eĐeiǀed IŶĐlusioŶ      ϭϴϵ 
ϴ.Ϯϯ Taďle of ŵodeƌatiŶg effeĐts of ‘eĐeiǀed CoŶtƌol      ϭϵϬ 








Figures.                 Page Ŷo. 
ϰ.ϭ MappiŶg seŶteŶĐe foƌ HǇpothetiĐal OffeŶdiŶg “tǇle “Đale     ϲϰ 
ϰ.Ϯ MappiŶg seŶteŶĐe foƌ the Attitude to OffeŶdiŶg “tǇle “Đale     ϲϰ 
ϰ.ϯ MappiŶg seŶteŶĐe foƌ the FI‘O-B sĐale       ϲϱ 
ϰ.ϰ MappiŶg seŶteŶĐe foƌ the Dϰϱ sĐale        ϲϱ 
ϰ.ϱ Visual ƌepƌeseŶtatioŶ of diŵeŶsioŶs pƌoduĐed ďǇ HUDAP ĐoŵputatioŶ   ϲϲ 
ϱ.ϭ Baƌ Đhaƌt shoǁiŶg ŵeaŶ sĐoƌes foƌ eaĐh tǇpe of justifiĐatioŶ     ϳϯ 
ϱ.Ϯ Baƌ Đhaƌt shoǁiŶg ŵeaŶ sĐoƌes foƌ eaĐh Đƌiŵe sĐeŶaƌio     ϳϰ 
ϱ.ϯ ““A plot of HǇpothetiĐal OffeŶdiŶg “tǇle “Đale sĐoƌes      ϳϱ 
ϱ.ϰ ““A plot of HǇpothetiĐal OffeŶdiŶg “tǇle “Đale shoǁiŶg stƌuĐtuƌe of gaiŶ tǇpes  ϳϴ 
ϱ.ϱ ““A plot of HǇpothetiĐal OffeŶdiŶg “tǇle “Đale eǆaŵiŶiŶg ďehaǀiouƌ tǇpes   ϴϭ 
ϱ.ϲ ““A plot of HǇpothetiĐal OffeŶdiŶg “tǇle “Đale eǆaŵiŶiŶg stƌuĐtuƌe of AǀoidaŶt oƌ ĐoŶfƌoŶtiǀe 
ďehaǀiouƌs           ϴϰ 
ϱ.ϳ Baƌ Đhaƌt of ŵeaŶ sĐoƌes foƌ eaĐh Đƌiŵe sĐeŶaƌio iŶ the Attitude to OffeŶdiŶg “tǇle “Đale ϵϬ 
ϱ.ϴ Baƌ Đhaƌt of ŵeaŶ sĐoƌes foƌ eaĐh justifiĐatioŶ tǇpe iŶ the Attitude to OffeŶdiŶg “tǇle “Đale ϵϮ 
ϱ.ϵ ““A plot shoǁiŶg stƌuĐtuƌe of iteŵs iŶ the Attitude to OffeŶdiŶg “tǇle “Đale   ϵϱ 
ϱ.ϭϬ ““A plot shoǁiŶg stƌuĐtuƌe of iteŵs defiŶed as taƌget     ϵϴ 
ϱ.ϭϭ ““A plot shoǁiŶg stƌuĐtuƌe of iteŵs defiŶiŶg justifiĐatioŶ stǇle    ϭϬϬ 
ϱ.ϭϮ ““A plot defiŶiŶg ďoth Đƌiŵe sĐeŶaƌio aŶd justifiĐatioŶ stǇles    ϭϬϮ 
ϱ.ϭϯ ““A plot shoǁiŶg stƌuĐtuƌe of iteŵs defiŶiŶg thƌee faĐtoƌs     ϭϬϲ 
ϲ.ϭ ““A plot shoǁiŶg ĐoŶfiguƌatioŶ of FI‘O-B iteŵs foƌ phase oŶe paƌtiĐipaŶts   ϭϭϰ 
ϲ.Ϯ ““A plot shoǁiŶg ĐoŶfiguƌatioŶ of FI‘O-B iteŵs foƌ phase tǁo paƌtiĐipaŶts   ϭϭϵ 
ϲ.ϯ ““A plot shoǁiŶg ĐoŶfiguƌatioŶ of FI‘O-B iteŵs foƌ ĐoŵďiŶed data set   ϭϮϰ 
ϳ.ϭ ““A pot shoǁiŶg ĐoŶfiguƌatioŶ of Dϰϱ iteŵs       ϭϯϵ 
ϳ.Ϯ ““A plot shoǁiŶg stƌuĐtuƌe of ďehaǀiouƌs       ϭϰϯ 
ϳ.ϯ ““A plot shoǁiŶg stƌuĐtuƌe of iteŵs ƌepƌeseŶtiŶg leǀel of seƌiousŶess   ϭϰϲ 
ϳ.ϰ ““A plot shoǁiŶg stƌuĐtuƌe of iteŵs ƌepƌeseŶtiŶg tǇpe of gaiŶ    ϭϰϵ 
ϳ.ϱ ““A plot shoǁiŶg stƌuĐtuƌe of iteŵs ƌepƌeseŶtiŶg foƌŵ of iŶteƌaĐtioŶ    ϭϱϯ 
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ϴ.ϭ ““A plot shoǁiŶg ŵeaŶ Eǆpƌessed IŶĐlusioŶ sĐoƌes foƌ those ǁho agƌeed to eaĐh iteŵ oŶ the 
AO““            ϭϲϰ 
ϴ.Ϯ ““A plot shoǁiŶg ŵeaŶ Eǆpƌessed CoŶtƌol sĐoƌes foƌ those ǁho agƌeed to eaĐh iteŵ oŶ the   
AO““            ϭϲϲ 
ϴ.ϯ ““A plot shoǁiŶg ŵeaŶ ‘eĐeiǀed IŶĐlusioŶ sĐoƌes foƌ those ǁho agƌeed to eaĐh iteŵ oŶ the  
AO““            ϭϲϴ 
ϴ.ϰ ““A plot shoǁiŶg ŵeaŶ ‘eĐeiǀed CoŶtƌol sĐoƌes foƌ those ǁho agƌeed to eaĐh iteŵ oŶ the     
AO““            ϭϳϬ 
ϴ.ϱ ““A plot shoǁiŶg ŵeaŶ Eǆpƌessed IŶĐlusioŶ sĐoƌes foƌ those ǁho agƌeed to eaĐh iteŵ oŶ the  
Dϰϱ            ϭϳϲ 
ϴ.ϲ ““A plot shoǁiŶg ŵeaŶ Eǆpƌessed CoŶtƌol sĐoƌes foƌ those ǁho agƌeed to eaĐh iteŵ oŶ the     
Dϰϱ            ϭϳϴ 
ϴ.ϳ ““A plot shoǁiŶg ŵeaŶ ‘eĐeiǀed IŶĐlusioŶ sĐoƌes foƌ those ǁho agƌeed to eaĐh iteŵ oŶ the    
Dϰϱ            ϭϴϬ 
ϴ.ϴ ““A plot shoǁiŶg ŵeaŶ ‘eĐeiǀed CoŶtƌol sĐoƌes foƌ those ǁho agƌeed to eaĐh iteŵ oŶ the       
Dϰϱ            ϭϴϮ 
ϴ.ϵ Path ŵodel of FI‘O-B eleŵeŶts pƌediĐtiŶg leǀel of Dϰϱ     ϭϴϱ 
ϴ.ϭϬ Path ŵodel of AO““ eleŵeŶts pƌediĐtiŶg leǀel of Dϰϱ     ϭϴϲ 
ϴ.ϭϭ Gƌaph shoǁiŶg ŵodeƌatiŶg effeĐts of high ŵediuŵ aŶd loǁ leǀels of ‘eĐeiǀed CoŶtƌol  ϭϵϭ 
ϴ.ϭϮ “ĐheŵatiĐ ƌepƌeseŶtatioŶ of ĐuƌǀiliŶeaƌ ƌelatioŶship ďetǁeeŶ leǀel of IŶstƌuŵeŶtal high ƌisk 
high gaiŶ attitude stǇle aŶd leǀel of Dϰϱ, ŵodeƌated ďǇ diffeƌeŶt leǀels of ‘eĐeiǀed CoŶtƌol ϭϵϯ 
AppeŶdiĐes  
AppeŶdiǆ ϭ HǇpothetiĐal OffeŶdiŶg “tǇle “Đale 
AppeŶdiǆ Ϯ Attitude to OffeŶdiŶg “tǇle “Đale 
AppeŶdiǆ ϯ Dϰϱ 
AppeŶdiǆ ϰ FI‘O-B 
AppeŶdiǆ ϱ DeŵogƌaphiĐ iŶfoƌŵatioŶ 
AppeŶdiǆ ϲ CoŶseŶt foƌŵ  





Chapter 1. Psychological factors involved in propensity. 
The aim of the present thesis is to explore the psychological factors which may increase propensity 
to offend. It is proposed that there are multiple factors which may influence or increase this 
propensity. There are many areas of literature which explore why some people break the norms and 
laws of society while others do not.  It is proposed within the present thesis that propensity to 
offend can be increased by a combination of attitude and personality. Furthermore, it is proposed 
that different styles of attitude and personality can be related to different styles of offending.  
When considering which factors may influence propensity to offend, it is proposed that several 
aspects need to be considered. Firstly, cognitive factors such as morality, thinking styles, and how 
people justify offending need to be considered. An individual may find a particular reason for action 
more compelling than another.  
When an offender explains why they have committed a particular crime, they will usually give a 
reason for such behaviour. It is possible that one type of motivation may be more compelling than 
another, these motivations may vary depending on internal moral beliefs and standards. Therefore, 
it is likely that a combination of cognitive processes will have an effect on levels of criminal 
propensity.  
Individual factors such as personality must also be considered. Aspects such as age, gender, or 
personality may increase or decrease the likelihood that an individual may offend. However, it is 
unlikely that level of criminal propensity can be increased by personality alone. It is unreasonable to 
assume that all of those with a particular type of personality will offend. It is possible that propensity 
to commit crime can be increased by several internal cognitive processes, combined with style of 
personality.  
The tǇpe of Đƌiŵe ŵaǇ also haǀe aŶ effeĐt oŶ a peƌsoŶs͛ deĐisioŶ to offend or not. An individual may 
also have a preference towards a particular behavioural style. For example, some individuals may 
prefer direct contact, or violent type crimes, whereas others may prefer crimes which avoid contact 
with other people. Therefore, it is necessary to determine whether there are any patterns of 
consistency in offending behaviour.  
There are large bodies of literature which consider morality, criminal thinking, justification styles, 
personality types that can be linked to offending, and consistency in offence choice. However, there 
is a lack of understanding of how these processes function collectively to increase propensity to 
commit a particular type of offence. The ƌelatioŶship ďetǁeeŶ aŶ iŶdiǀidual͛s deĐisioŶ to offeŶd, aŶd 
the crime that they choose, is likely to incorporate many components. Therefore, several areas of 
literature must be considered. 
1.1. Level of morality 
The central purpose of this section is to review the literature which looks at why some individuals 
follow the norms, rules, and laws of society, while others do not. This is a wide area of literature 
with many subtleties and conflicting evidence, the challenge for the researcher is to determine 
which factors are most likely to influence offending behaviour.  
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The way we evaluate the appropriateness of an act is usually described as our attitude towards it. 
Attitude has been described as "..a psychological tendency that is expressed by evaluating a 
particular entity with some degree of favor or disfavor" (Eagly, & Chaiken, 1993, p. 1). Therefore, it 
can be assumed that several cognitive processes inform ones attitude. The way a person thinks 
about offending and crime in general, has historically been evaluated in terms of level of morality.  
Pioneers in moral development, such as Piaget (1932), have proposed that anti-social and criminal 
behaviour should be examined as the thoughts and judgements an individual makes, rather than 
how they behave. Once thoughts and judgements are understood they can be applied across a 
variety of contexts. Piaget suggested that morality develops throughout childhood and is a learned 
process. Piaget suggests that individuals construct and reconstruct knowledge of the world through 
social interactions. Kohlberg (19ϱϴ, ϭϵϳϭ, ϭϵϳϰͿ eǆteŶded Piaget͛s ;ϭϵϯϮͿ theoƌǇ to iŶĐoƌpoƌate 
morality in adults. However, he did point out that the essence of morality lay in the rules of 
engagement learned during childhood as suggested by Piaget (1932). 
Kohlberg (1958, 1971, 1974) proposes that a person progresses through stages of moral 
development and use this knowledge as a basis for ethical behaviour. Kohlberg suggests that an 
appropriate way to measure level of morality is through the use of moral dilemmas. Kohlberg 
presents participants with moral dilemmas, usually involving a criminal or deviant act, and asks 
participants whether the act should be carried out. Participants are asked to give a rationale for their 
response, this rationale is then used as a basis to determine which stage of morality a person is in. 
Kohlďeƌg͛s studies Đould also ďe desĐƌiďed as ŵeasuƌiŶg the paƌtiĐipaŶts͛ attitudes toǁaƌds the 
items which are presented within the moral dilemma.   
Kohlberg (1958, 1971) suggests that there are 3 stages of moral development, the first stage is the 
Pre-conventional level. Those in this level are concerned with avoiding punishment. The second 
stage is the Conventional level; during this stage people are concerned with following social and 
legal norms. The third and final stage is the Post conventional level, very few people are said to 
reach this stage, most people stay within the conventional level. Individuals in the Post-conventional 
level are concerned with universal ethical principles. As a person progresses through these stages, a 
deeper and more comprehensive understanding is gained, and new principals are integrated with 
what has already been learned (Kohlberg, 1981). This is suggested to be a one way process.  
When this theory of moral development is applied to criminal behaviour, those in the pre-
conventional level would refrain from breaking the law because they want to avoid getting caught 
and sent to jail. Individuals who are in the conventional stage would refrain from breaking the law 
because they do not want to break from the norms and laws which all else follow. Those in the post-
conventional level would refrain from breaking the law because it is unethical. However, this theory 
of morality is rigid and does not allow for individual or contextual differences. The proposed stages 
ignore context and emotive factors which may influence offending.  
Hoǁeǀeƌ, iŶ teƌŵs of hoǁ ŵoƌalitǇ deǀelops, theƌe is ŵuĐh suppoƌt foƌ Kohlďeƌg͛s stage theoƌǇ. Foƌ 
example, Snarey (1985) supports the underlying premise of the theory, and suggests some caveats 
regarding urban and middle class subcultures. Greenberg (2002) also supports the framework 
pƌoposed ďǇ Kohlďeƌg, aŶd applied the theoƌǇ to iŶǀestigate eŵploǇee theft. GƌeeŶďeƌg͛s fiŶdiŶgs 
suggest that those who are in the conventional stage of moral development stole less from the 
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workplace than those who are in the pre-conventional stage. This infers that level of morality can be 
directly relevant to offending behaviour. 
Authors such as Carpendale (2000) and Turiel (1983) have critiĐized Kohlďeƌg͛s theoƌǇ aŶd haǀe 
suggested that it should incorporate a wider view of morality. Turiel (1983) began to identify 
aŶoŵalies iŶ the stage seƋueŶĐe iŶ Kohlďeƌg͛s theoƌǇ, aŶd suggested that ŵajoƌ ƌeǀisioŶs ǁeƌe 
necessary. Nucci (2001) highlights that just because a person knows what the right thing to do may 
ďe, doesŶ͛t ŵeaŶ theǇ ǁill aĐt aĐĐoƌdiŶglǇ. FiŶallǇ, Paƌke et al ;ϮϬϭϬͿ ĐƌitiĐised Kohlďeƌg͛s stage 
theory of moral development and suggested that people often show inconsistencies in their moral 
judgements across various situations. This reflects the concerns others have made about the 
situational influences on offending behaviours (e.g. Shoda, Mischel & Wright, 1994; Mokros & 
Alison, 2002). 
The literature on moral reasoning has been applied to differentiate between those who offend from 
those who do not. Chen & Howitt (2007) suggest that moral reasoning stage and moral values are 
significantly lower in offenders compared to non-offenders. Chen & Howitt conclude that moral 
reasoning and moral value measures were good at differentiating offenders and non-offenders. 
However, they found that level of morality is not of use in differentiating those who commit 
different type of offences.   
The studies highlighted above have fallen short of providing a meaningful basis upon which to 
differentiate offenders. Furthermore, situational and motivational aspects of criminality cannot be 
explained in terms of level of morality. Studies on moral behaviour are diverse and suggest that level 
of morality is relevant to issues such as honesty, integrity, and pursuit of specific goals (Veatch, 
1962; Rand, 1964). More recently, Graham et al (2011) have suggested five key areas where morality 
is relevant: Harm/Care, Fairness/Reciprocity, In-group/Loyalty, Authority/Respect and 
Purity/Sanctity.  In sum, although level of morality has an influence on how people behave, such 
theories cannot account for a range of offending behaviours. 
All of these studies on morality indicate that there are individual differences in what people find 
aĐĐeptaďle. It is ƌeasoŶaďle to assuŵe theŶ, that leǀel of ŵoƌalitǇ iŶflueŶĐes aŶ iŶdiǀidual͛s attitudes 
towards offending. However, these studies fail to consider the individual circumstances that may be 
necessary to motivate a person to break the norms and laws of society. For a person to have an 
attitude, or level of morality, that may predispose them to offend, the way a person thinks and 
processes information must also be considered. Piaget (1932) suggests that it is appropriate to 
explore how an individual thinks rather than how they behave when attempting to explain offending 
behaviour. 
1.2. Are there criminal thinking styles? 
There is a large body of literature dedicated to understanding the way offenders think, and how this 
manifests as criminal behaviours. Early empirical investigations into what influences an offender to 
commit any type of offence have suggested that faulty thinking patterns may influence recidivism. 
As such, some have recommended that any treatment programs should target the way an offender 
thinks, rather than how they behave (Fabiano, Porporino & Robinson, 1991). Farringdon (1986) 
suggests that the motivation to offend is inherent within the individual, and is determined in stages. 
Farrington suggests that stages of motivation correlate to thinking that maintains offending. Others, 
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such as Egan et al (2000), have examined the way an offender interprets his or her offending 
behaviour. Egan et al suggest that factors such as lack of thoughtfulness and wilful hostility influence 
offending. 
Criminal thinking literature assumes offenders are intrinsically different from non-offenders. 
However, it is possible that multiple components combine to increase the likelihood that a person 
will offend. It is reasonable to assume that while an offender is not breaking the law, they may share 
many of the values and behaviours that non-offenders do. This suggests that the intrinsic differences 
are not always evident. 
Walters (1995, 2001, 2005, 2006) has dominated the criminal thinking literature with his 
Psychological Inventory of Criminal Thinking Styles (PICTS). The PICTS is a measure of criminal 
cognition and thinking styles that maintains offending. Walters (2006) established that the PICTS is a 
reliable predictor of general recidivism when correlated with age and prior offending behaviours. 
Walteƌs ;ϮϬϬϭͿ highlights that geŶdeƌ diffeƌeŶĐes aƌe eǀideŶt, aŶd estaďlished that ŵales͛ sĐoƌes oŶ 
this scale are correlated with high problem avoidance, high masculinity, and self-deĐeptioŶ. Feŵales͛ 
scores are correlated with low levels of interpersonal hostility and high levels of denial of harm. 
Egan et al (2000) provides support for the PICTS and goes further to suggest that there are individual 
differences in lack of thoughtfulness and wilful hostility.  Much support has been found for the 
reliability of this scale (e.g. Walters 1995, 2001, 2009, 2005; Palmer and Hollin, 2003; Healy & 
O͛DoŶŶell, ϮϬϬϲ; JohŶsoŶ et al ;ϮϬϬϴͿ also fouŶd suppoƌt for the scale, however, they point out the 
importance of controlling for age. The PICTS scale has been found to be reliable cross culturally 
(Palmer & Hollin, 2003). Furthermore, Walters & McCoy (2006) have demonstrated that this scale is 
not only applicable to incarcerated people, but also to those who are non-incarcerated 
(undergraduate students). 
Walters (2006) further suggests that the PICTS can effectively identify and predict proactive and 
reactive styles within criminal behaviours. The terms Proactive and Reactive were initially proposed 
as forms of aggression that children display (Dodge, 1991; Crick &Dodge, 1996). Dodge (1991) 
investigated theories on aggression and identified two key theories within the literature; the 
Frustration-Aggression model (Dollard et al, 1939, later refined by Berkowitz 1962, 1978) and Social 
Learning Theory (Bandura, 1973, 1986). The Frustration-Aggression model suggests that aggression 
is a hostile angry reaction to perceived frustration or provocation. Whereas Learning Theory 
suggests aggression is a learned behaviour which is mediated by external rewards. Dodge 
subsequently re -labelled these Proactive and reactive forms of aggression. 
Reactive aggression has been associated with a tendency to view ambiguous behaviours as hostile or 
threatening (Dodge & Coie, 1987; Day et al 1992; Crick & Dodge, 1996). Proactive aggression has 
been associated with a tendency to see aggressive behaviour as an effective way to attain external 
rewards, and unlikely to result in being punished (Crick & Dodge, 1996; Dodge et al, 1997; Schwartz 
et al, 1998). Walters (2005, 2006) extends the theory of proactive and reactive behaviours to 
criminal actions, and has identified two factors on his PICTS that predict these criminal thinking 
styles. The Problem avoidance factor identifies reactive criminal thinking which is associated with 
hostile attribution bias. The Self-assertion/deception factor identifies proactive criminal thinking 
which is associated with positive outcome expectancies. Walters (2005, 2006) has suggested that 
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proactive criminal thinking has been associated with offences such as robbery and burglary. 
Whereas reactive criminal thinking has been associated with offences such as assault and violence. 
It has been suggested that proactive and reactive aggression can be displayed by the same 
individual, perhaps even during one event. This complicates the matter of differentiating the 
behaviours of offenders and non-offenders, or between different types of offender (Walters, 2005; 
Marsee & Frick, 2007). Although this literature furthers our understanding of the factors that 
maintain offending, it is unclear why some individuals cease their offending behaviour, or show a 
preference for certain types of crime.  
Most of the literature detailed above suggests that criminal thinking allows the individual to 
maintain offending behaviour. However, the onset of criminal behaviour is not accounted for. This 
literature also fails to explain why some individuals cease their offending behaviours. Furthermore, 
much of the literature detailed above, treats crime as an undifferentiated construct. It does not 
allow for the fact that some offenders may consider crimes against the person as unacceptable, and 
crimes against property as acceptable, or vice versa. However, these studies do show that the way 
people think and process information can have a direct effect on their actions.  
1.3. Justifying offending behaviour 
Sykes and Matza (1957) propose that all behaviour, whether social or deviant, is learned by the 
pƌoĐess of soĐial iŶteƌaĐtioŶs. This pƌoposal is ďased oŶ “utheƌlaŶd͛s theoƌǇ of diffeƌeŶtial 
association. Sutherland (1974) asserts that all criminal and deviant behaviour requires an individual 
to learn techniques of committing crimes, as well as the motives, drives, rationalisations and 
favourable attitude to breaking the law. Sykes and Matza used this principal to develop 
Neutralisation theory. They suggest that neutralization techniques reduce social constraints over the 
individual. Neutralisation theory suggests that all offending behaviour is justified by the individual; 
this may even precede the offence. These justifications, or rationalisations, are generally given as a 
defence in court and are believed by the individual, thus protecting him or her from self-blame and 
the blame of others. Sykes and Matza suggest that there are a limited number of categories for 
these justifications, and propose five techniques of neutralisation. This suggests that attitude to 
offending is based on the justification for offending.  
The fiƌst of these teĐhŶiƋues is ͚DeŶial of ƌespoŶsiďilitǇ͛. This teĐhŶiƋue alloǁs offeŶdeƌs to use 
external factors to explain their behaviours, for example unloving parents or other factors beyond 
the control of the individual. When an offender employs this technique they believe they are 
helplessly propelled into the situation, and view themselves as more acted upon than acting.  
The seĐoŶd of the ŶeutƌalisatioŶ teĐhŶiƋues is ͚DeŶial of iŶjuƌǇ͛. This teĐhŶiƋue alloǁs the iŶdiǀidual 
to feel that nobody was hurt or harmed in the offence. For example acts of shoplifting have no 
visible victim and do not cause any physical harm towards another person. 
The thiƌd teĐhŶiƋue is ͚DeŶial of the ǀiĐtiŵ͛. IŶ this teĐhŶiƋue the iŶdiǀidual ŵaǇ still aĐknowledge 
that an offence has occurred, and that a person may have actually been hurt or harmed; however, 
they believe that the injury is not wrong in light of the circumstances. In this technique, the injury 
inflicted is seen as a justified form of retaliation or punishment. Sykes and Matza suggest that the 
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victim sees himself as an avenger, and the victim is the wrong-doer. An example of this technique 
may be evident in attacks towards others such as homosexuals because of their sexual orientation. 
The fouƌth ŶeutƌalisatioŶ teĐhŶiƋue is ͚CoŶdeŵŶatioŶ of the ĐoŶdeŵŶeƌs͛. IŶ this teĐhŶiƋue, the 
offender shifts the focus of attention away from their own behaviours to those who disapprove. For 
eǆaŵple, “Ǉkes aŶd Matza suggest that iŶdiǀiduals ŵaǇ ďelieǀe that ͞…PoliĐe, aƌe Đoƌƌupt, stupid, 
aŶd ďƌutal. TeaĐheƌs alǁaǇs shoǁ faǀouƌitisŵ aŶd paƌeŶts alǁaǇs "take it out" oŶ theiƌ ĐhildƌeŶ͟ 
;.ϲϲϴͿ ǁheŶ eŵploǇiŶg this teĐhŶiƋue. IŶ adoptiŶg this ǀieǁpoiŶt, the ǁƌoŶgfulŶess of the offeŶdeƌs͛ 
behaviour is more easily disguised or lost. 
The fifth aŶd fiŶal ŶeutƌalisatioŶ teĐhŶiƋue is ͚Appeal to the higheƌ loǇalties͛. BǇ applǇiŶg this 
teĐhŶiƋue, iŶdiǀiduals aƌe aďle to Ŷeutƌalise soĐial ĐoŶtƌols ďǇ ͞…saĐƌifiĐiŶg the deŵaŶds of the 
larger society for the demands of the smalleƌ soĐial gƌoup to ǁhiĐh the deliŶƋueŶt ďeloŶgs͟ ;p. ϲϲϵͿ. 
While an offender may recognise the norms and laws of society, other norms and beliefs are seen as 
more important to him or her. For example, attacks directed at others to defend or protect a friend 
or family member. 
It is possible that these neutralization techniques can have an impact on propensity to offend. If an 
individual shows a preference for particular neutralization techniques, they could be applied to a 
range of offending behaviours. In doiŶg so, pƌopeŶsitǇ to offeŶd ŵaǇ ďe iŶĐƌeased. “Ǉkes & Matza͛s 
(1957) theory of neutralization techniques infers that it is possible that the reason for action can 
have just as much, if not more, of an impact on whether or not an individual will engage in offending 
behaviour. 
There has been much support for Neutralisation theory, for example Professor Topalli (2006) used 
Neutralization theory to explain behaviours of hard-core street offenders. Professor Topalli states: 
͞…guilt is Ŷot aŶ issue at all ďeĐause their crimes are not only considered acceptable, but attractive 
and desirable with long term consequences that would justify their actions, such as protection of a 
fƌieŶd͟ ;p. ϰϳϱͿ. MitĐhel, Doddeƌ & Noƌƌis, ϭϵϵϬͿ leŶd geŶeƌal suppoƌt to NeutƌalisatioŶ theory and 
report that there is a significant correlation between techniques of neutralisation and different types 
of delinquency. Thurman (1984) identifies a link between morality and neutralisation, suggesting 
that when moral commitment is low, neutralisation is an effective method for reducing guilt. 
As Neutralisation theory is not able to account for why individuals may cease their offending 
behaviour, Matza (1964) went on to develop Drift theory. Drift theory assumes all of the major 
components of Neutralisation theory, with the added component of being able to account for why 
iŶdiǀiduals Đease offeŶdiŶg. Thƌough a pƌoĐess of PƌepaƌatioŶ aŶd DespeƌatioŶ, aŶ iŶdiǀidual ͚dƌifts͛ 
between conventional and criminal values.  
The term Preparation is used to describe the process whereby an individual understands that once 
an offence has taken place, it is possible and can happen. The term Desperation describes the 
process of jumpstarting the will to commit crime due to extraordinary circumstances. Matza (1964) 
and Gordon (1963)  proposes that an offender may highly regard many conventional values such as 
saving money, getting good grades, as well as holding criminal values.  In this way, an offender is 
neither committed to, nor bound by one set of values, they stand mid-way between the two. 
AĐĐoƌdiŶg to Matza ;ϭϵϲϰͿ gaŶg ŵeŵďeƌs ŵaǇ ͚souŶd eaĐh otheƌ out͛, outǁaƌdlǇ pƌeteŶdiŶg to ďe 
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more criminal than the others to test commitment to delinquent group norms. However, 
Neutralisation theory does not consider the types of crime an individual may commit.  
Neutralisation theory and Drift theory outline the ways in which offenders can hold normal values 
and beliefs at the same time as breaking the law. Other theories focus on societal influences. For 
example Strain theory posits that individuals become frustrated within society due to a lack of access 
to financial success, and so turn to crime (Merton, 1957). Other theories, such as Social 
disorganization theory, suggest that physical and social attributes within a society influence people 
to commit crime. 
However, it is unreasonable to assume that everyone within a deprived society will commit crime. 
Indeed, many societies contain a mix of offenders and non-offenders. An example of this is white 
collar crimes such as fraud, often these individuals are affluent and live comfortable lifestyles. It may 
be reasonable to assume that both context specific factors and individual differences increase 
propensity to commit crime. The theories on criminality mentioned so far have advanced our 
understanding of factors that cause individuals to offend; however, they are limited in the factors 
they each explore. Behaviour can be learned and modified by many different processes; as such any 
explanation of offending and criminal propensity needs to be multi-faceted.  
1.4. A multi domain approach to explaining criminality 
One theory which has recognised the need to consider multiple domains when explaining 
differences in offending behaviour is Social Domain Theory (Turiel, 1983). Social Domain Theory 
(SDT) was formed on the basis of research from Piaget (1932) and Kohlberg (1958) who suggests that 
individuals make decisions using personal or social knowledge and experience. Turiel suggests that 
as actions take place within the context of society, both individual and societal influences need to be 
considered when explaining behaviour. Turiel (1983) proposes that when individuals contemplate 
the acceptability of an act, multiple domains are drawn upon. Turiel proposes, contrary to Kohlberg, 
that morality and convention are distinct parallel domains that individuals consider.  Nucci (1981) 
suggests that it is also necessary to consider the psychological domain, when considering social 
decision making. 
Social Domain Theory is based on the premise that behavioural decisions are informed by three 
areas: the moral, social, and psychological domains. If behaviour is informed by several areas, it is 
reasonable to assume that attitude towards behaviour is also. When people consider the moral 
domain, issues such as rights, welfare, justice, and fairness are evaluated. When considering the 
societal domain, aspects such as customs, traditions and conventions are evaluated. Finally, when 
considering the psychological domain, issues such as individual choice and discretion are evaluated. 
In contrast to Kohlberg (1958), Nucci and Turiel (1978) propose that these domains are distinct at a 
very early age. Studies such as this infer that propensity to offend could be affected by several 
cognitive processes. 
Crick & Dodge (1996) argue that the mixed domain situations could be appropriately examined using 
an integration of SDT and Social Identity Theory (SIT). Social Identity Theory (Tajfel & Turner, 1979) 
pƌoposes that soĐial ďehaǀiouƌ is iŶflueŶĐed ďǇ aŶ iŶdiǀidual͛s personal characteristics, as well as the 
social category to which that person belongs.  SIT suggests that social behaviour will vary along a 
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continuum, and is a compromise between interpersonal characteristics and the social group to 
which they belong (Tajfel, 1978). 
Other researchers such as Richardson et al (2012) have suggested that SDT could be appropriately 
modelled through a Hierarchical Competing Systems Model (HCSM). HCSM, developed by 
Marcovitch & Zelanzo (2009), suggests that individuals make sense of, and interpret situations, by 
drawing from two systems: the habitual and representational systems. According to Richardson et al 
(2012), these systems can be described in the following way: 
The habit system depends upon previous experience, while the representational system 
takes a critical stance toward past experience through reflection on the current problem. 
(Richardson et al, 2012. P. 6) 
HCSM has typically been applied to the study of executive functioning. However, Richardson et al 
(2012) have shown that it can be extended to social interactions. Studies such as this highlight the 
importance of both previous experience and current situations which shape how we behave.   
SDT has begun to recognise that any decision made in a social setting needs to consider aspects that 
are relevant to the context and the individual characteristics, as well as the way these processes 
interact and influence each other. SDT gives an understanding of the factors which influence 
behaviour in a social context. The theory acknowledges that there are multiple factors that influence 
behaviour in general, and at an individual level. Those researchers that have suggested integrating 
aspects of SDT with various other theories have acknowledged the complexities involved in 
understanding and interpreting behaviour. However, in terms of applying this understanding to 
offending, SDT is not able to account for why different individuals commit different types of crime. 
Another multi-faceted theory of behaviour is the Theory of Reasoned Action. The Theory of 
Reasoned Action (TRA), developed by Fishbein & Ajzen (1975), proposes that behaviour occurs as a 
result of attitude and behavioural intention. There are three general constructs within TRA: Attitude 
(A), behavioural intention (BI), and subjective norm (SN). TRA proposes that behavioural intention 
depends on the persons attitude about that behaviour and subjective norm (BI=A & SN). TRA 
suggests that attitude is the belief about the consequences of performing the behaviour, subjective 
norms is the perceived expectations from other people or groups which that person is influenced by. 
Combining these two components produces behavioural intention which is defined as the strength 
of the intention to perform a particular behaviour. However, TRA points out that attitude and 
subjective norms are not weighted equally, and individuals will vary in how much weight is applied 
to each component (Fishbein & Ajzen (1975). Ajzen (1991) built upon the original theory and 
proposed the Theory of Planned Behaǀiouƌ, ǁhiĐh also ĐoŶsideƌs ͚PeƌĐeiǀed Behaǀiouƌal CoŶtƌol͛ 
(PBC). TRA was developed to allow for situations where people intend to carry out a behaviour, but 
that behaviour does not occur due to lack of confidence or lack of self-control. 
TPB suggests that it is possible to predict behaviour through attitude, subjective norm, behavioural 
intention, and perceived behavioural control. Therefore, it is reasonable to assume that any 
consistency in offence choice will be reflected in attitude. Any preferences for behaviour or 
iŶteƌaĐtioŶ tǇpe eǀideŶt iŶ a peƌsoŶs͛ attitude, aƌe likelǇ to ďe ƌefleĐted aĐƌoss ǀaƌious ĐoŶteǆts. 
Situational effects should have little impact on such deeply rooted beliefs and preferences. Of 
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course, the ways in which attitude predicts behaviour is a large area of study with many subtleties. 
The emphasis here is that behaviour is influenced by many components, of which attitude is one. 
The multi-domain approaches outlined above, all suggest that behaviour is informed by several 
distinct areas. As a result, any propensity to offend is likely to be complex, and is likely to be 
influenced by several processes or areas. The literature outlined so far has suggested that behaviour 
is the result of social influences which are likely to have been learned. However, it is also possible 
that each individual will differ in their experience and understanding of their social setting. 

























Chapter 2: Individual characteristics. 
Personality has an impact on the way we learn and interact socially. Therefore, it is reasonable to 
assume that personality types can have an impact on level of criminal propensity. There are a range 
of studies which examine characteristics of an individual and how these can be linked to crime styles 
or actions. Such studies suggest that personality characteristics can differentiate between those who 
offend from those who do not (e.g. Eysenk, 1977). Some authors explicitly state that offender 
profiling is the identification of personality characteristics from details of the crime (e.g. Knight et al, 
1998; Homant & Kennedy, 1998). However, there are a number of personality theories which could 
be applied. The challenge for the researcher is to determine which of these would be most 
appropriate to investigate criminal behaviours. 
2.1. Are there personality types that predispose individuals to offend? 
There are a number of personality theories which differentiate the behaviours of individuals. For 
example, Eysenk (1947, 1967) proposed that individuals are either Introverts or Extroverts. Whereas 
Leary (1957) suggests individuals differ in terms of levels of Dominance, Control, Status, and Power. 
Others, such as Psychodynamic theories, tend to focus on inner drives and conflicts (Freud, 1932). 
Psychoanalytical principals such as Sublimation and Oppression have also been proposed as a basis 
to differentiate people (Healy and Bonner 1936; Mitchell, 1987; Halleck 1971). In sum, there are 
numerous psychological approaches that atteŵpt to diffeƌeŶtiate iŶdiǀiduals͛ aŶd theiƌ peƌsoŶalitǇ. 
Some personality theories have been applied to the study of criminal behaviour (e.g. Eysenk, 1977). 
Eysenk (1977) suggests that the personality traits of Neuroticism and Extroversion can account for 
differences in individual criminal behaviours. This implies that personality traits can account for 
ǁhetheƌ oƌ Ŷot a peƌsoŶ is ĐƌiŵiŶal. FuƌŶhaŵ & ThoŵpsoŶ ;ϭϵϵϭͿ eǆaŵiŶed EǇseŶk͛s pƌediĐtioŶs 
and discovered a significant correlation between Psychoticism and score on a self-report 
delinquency scale. However, there was no evidence of correlations between delinquency score and 
Extraversion or Neuroticism. Other authors have found little evidence for personality difference 
across crime type (Eysenk, Rust & Eysenk, 1977; Quinsey, Arnold & Pruesse, 1980; McEwan & 
Knowles, 1984).  
There appears to be little evidence of differences in personality across crime type. However, there 
are only a limited number of studies that examine this relationship (e.g. Eysenk, Rust and Eysenk 
1973; Quinsy, Arnold and Pruesse 1980; McEwen, Knowles 1984). Gingrich & Campbell (1995) 
examined differences in personality across offences, and report that rapists are more extrovert than 
paedophiles and exhibitionists. Similarly, Ford & Linney (1995) explored personality differences of 
sex offenders and other types of offender, and found that child molesters expressed a greater need 
for Control and Inclusion, as measured by the FIRO-B. This limited number of studies highlights the 
need for more empirical evidence of personality characteristics across various crime types. 
The challenge of developing a basis for differentiating between offences is to establish which of the 
range of possible personality theories is most appropriate. Blonigen & Price (2010) hypothesises that 
changes in personality underpin changes in everyday social interactions, including anti-social 
behaviour during adolescence. Blonigen & price propose that personality represents a solid 




2.2. Which of the range of possible personality frameworks is most appropriate for examining 
criminal behaviour? 
Canter (2000) suggests that any attempt to relate offending actions to individual characteristics is 
complicated, as the same action may point to different characteristics depending on the context and 
situation the action occurs in. Schutz (1958) proposes that since interpersonal characteristics are so 
deeplǇ ƌooted iŶ oŶes͛ attitude and behaviour, any measurement across different situations should 
consider interpersonal characteristics. Shoda, Mischel & Wright (1994) also suggest that individuals 
show distinct patterns of behaviours across a range of situations, when the situations are defined in 
terms of the type of interaction, for example peer v adult.  
Some studies tend to categorise offence types according to narrow legal definition (e.g. Kratzer & 
Hodging, 1999; Soothill, 2010; Heng Choon et al, 2012). This complicates the issue of relating 
individual characteristics to crime type. However, Canter & Youngs (2009) point out that it is not 
appropriate to examine groups of offences based on legal definitions. They also point out that any 
classification of offending behaviour should be based on modes of interaction which are carried out 
to achieve a range of objectives.  
Canter (1989) proposes that crime is an interpersonal interaction, and any measurement of 
individual differences should consider this. Throughout any criminal action, the offender is 
interacting with a victim. This may be in a direct way with crimes such as murder, or assault, or in an 
indirect way with crimes such as burglary or theft. Therefore, an appropriate measure of an 
offeŶdeƌ͛s peƌsoŶalitǇ ǁould ďe oŶe that focuses on the way the individual habitually interacts with 
otheƌs. “Đhutz͛s ;ϭϵϱϴͿ FuŶdaŵeŶtal IŶteƌpeƌsoŶal ‘elatioŶs OƌieŶtatioŶ ;FI‘OͿ sĐale, ŵeasuƌes suĐh 
interactions as aspects of interpersonal personality. 
2.3. Interpersonal personality 
Interpersonal personality, as measured by the FIRO-B, considers the ways in which we treat others 
and the way we respond to others. Youngs (2004) suggests that the FIRO-B is particularly pertinent 
to the measurement of offenders. Youngs points out that many studies have demonstrated that 
offenders are not just acting on inner drives, but respond and react to external influences. As the 
FIRO-B measures interpersonal tendencies, it is an appropriate personality theory to apply when 
considering offending. However, there is some debate regarding the structure of the proposed 
facets of this scale.  
Schutz (1958) developed the FIRO-B to identify and measure elements of interpersonal tendencies. 
Schutz made clear that the construction of this scale is based on Facet theory procedures (Guttman, 
1954). The first facet describes the form relationships take, this facet has three elements: Control, 
Affection, and Inclusion. The second facet describes the forms of behaviour into different modes: 
Expressed or Received. Expressed behaviours are those which we outwardly project, and the way we 
treat other people. Received behaviours describe the way other people treat us. Schutz (1992) 
subsequently revised the scale and produced the Element B version of the FIRO-B. This version also 
differentiates the form: Control, Openness (formerly affection), Inclusion, as well as the mode: 
Expressed or Received. However, in this later version the components were measured as being 
Wanted or Actual behaviours. 
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The FIRO-B is comprised of 54 items, these are categorised as Expressed Inclusion, Expressed 
Control, Expressed Openness, Received Inclusion, Received Control, and Received Openness. A total 
of 9 items represent each subgroup. As mentioned, the Element-B measures these components for 
both actual and wanted behaviours. However, this does create a lengthy time consuming 
questionnaire of 108 items. 
A low Expressed score indicates that an individual may be less comfortable around people and as 
such may avoid them. Whereas a high Expressed score indicates the person is comfortable around 
others in social situations. Low Received scores indicate that the individual is not sought out by 
others or actively included in social situations. Conversely, a high Received score indicates that the 
individual is sought out and included by others. 
The Control facet describes power, authority and dominant components of behaviour. An individual 
who is high on Expressed Control is dominant in relationships, has authority, and is at ease giving 
orders to others and leading them. Whereas individuals low on Expressed Control are less 
demanding of others. Conversely, those who score high on Received Control are more manipulated 
and influenced by others. Whereas those who score low on Received Control are more rebellious 
and do not respond well to authority. It is possible that level of control may have an impact on level 
of propensity towards violent acts. For example, those with higher levels of Control may be more 
prone to violent offences.  
The Inclusion facet describes the behaviours which relate to attention and contact from others. 
Individuals who are high on Expressed Inclusion have a higher need for contact with others and 
prefer to include others in their social world. Whereas those low on Expressed Inclusion are more at 
ease with less contact and interaction with others. Those who are high in Received Inclusion are 
included by other people, and those who have lower scores are not as actively sought out by others. 
Again, it is possible that level of Inclusion may have an impact on level of propensity towards crimes 
which either involve or avoid interaction with others. For example, those who score low in Inclusion 
may show a higher level of preference for offences which avoid interaction with other people.    
Openness (originally Affection) measures the need for relationships and refers to the quality, not 
quantity, of intimate contact with others. Openness is suggested to outline feelings that relate to 
closeness and affection. Individuals who score high on Expressed Openness are likely to be highly 
emotionally involved with others, and will initiate close meaningful contact. Those who score low on 
Expressed Openness are likely to hold back on their affection with others, and will not initiate close 
meaningful contact in relationships. People who score high on Received Openness are likely to have 
close reciprocal relationships in which others are open and affectionate towards them. Whereas 
those who score low on Received Openness are not likely to have this closeness with others. Level of 
Openness may also have an impact on level of propensity. For example, it is possible that those who 
score high in Openness may avoid crime altogether due to increased levels of empathy. 
Each of the interpersonal tendencies are not inversely related, for example a person who is high on 
Expressed Inclusion is not necessarily high on Received Inclusion. Each of these facets and elements 
describes a distinct independent form of relations with others.   
As the FIRO-B was developed using facet theory framework (Guttman, 1959) each of the questions 
ĐaŶ ƌepƌeseŶt ŵultiple faĐets. Foƌ eǆaŵple, iteŵ ϵ oŶ the sĐale ͚People iŶǀite ŵe to do thiŶgs͛ 
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ƌepƌeseŶts the faĐet ͚IŶĐlusioŶ͛ ;iŶĐludiŶg aŶd iŶteƌaĐtiŶg ǁith otheƌsͿ as ǁell as ƌepƌeseŶtiŶg the 
faĐet ͚‘eĐeiǀed͛ ;the ǁaǇ otheƌs ďehaǀe toǁaƌds usͿ. “iŵilaƌlǇ, iteŵ ϭ ͚I seek out people to be with͛, 
also ƌepƌeseŶts ͚IŶĐlusioŶ', ďut ƌefleĐts ͚Eǆpƌessed͛ ďehaǀiouƌs ;the ǁaǇ ǁe tƌeat otheƌsͿ. 
A number of studies, including Schutz (1978), have highlighted gender differences in the FIRO scores. 
For example Buhrmester and Furman, (1987) found that females develop intimacy throughout pre-
adolescence. Whereas males do not develop the same need for this intimacy throughout the same 
time frame. 
Douvan and Adelson (1966) also suggest that throughout adolescence, females are more concerned 
with developing and maintaining intimacy, whereas males are more concerned with independence. 
GilligaŶ ;ϭϵϴϮͿ suppoƌts these geŶdeƌ diffeƌeŶĐes, suggestiŶg that feŵales͛ ǀalue Đaring and 
responsibility more than males. Other theorists have noted that these gender differences are also 
evident throughout adulthood (Rubin, 1985; Cook, 1990). 
Bakken and Romig (1992) suggest that females score higher than males on Inclusion wanted and 
Inclusion expressed. Although there were no significant differences found between genders in 
Control wanted, males score significantly higher in Control expressed. Females also scored higher 
than males in Affection wanted and expressed. However, a number of other studies have found no 
such gender differences (Diaz & Berndt, 1982; Zeldin, Small & Savin-Williams, 1982; McRae & Young, 
1990). Finally, Schutz (1978) and Ullman et al (1964) demonstrate that males score considerably 
higher in Expressed Control.   
Schutz (1958) first developed and applied the FIRO-B as a tool to assess team performance and 
compatibility in the US navy. The FIRO is designed as a tool to help individuals and teams work more 
efficiently with a compatible understanding of Inclusion, Affection, and Control. Since this time the 
FIRO-B has been applied to diverse domains. For example, it has been used to study work 
performance (Kuehl, DiMarco & Wims, 1975); Intimate partner abuse (Poorman & Seelau, 2001); 
alcohol abuse (Turner & Mayr, 1990); and field dependence (McRae & Young, 1990). Studies such as 
these demonstrate that interpersonal personality styles can have an effect on behaviour across 
many contexts. Therefore it is possible that interpersonal personality styles can have an effect on 
level of propensity to offend. 
The FIRO has been shown to be a valuable tool in assessing many areas, including: family therapy 
(Doherty & Colangelo, 1984); decision making (Schutz 1987); working with teams and team leaders 
(Thompson, 1998); accounting (Siegal & Smith, 2003); and offending behaviours (Youngs, 2004). 
DiMarco et al (1975) found that the FIRO relates to leadership roles. Kuehl et al (1975) found 
evidence to link leadership style to FIRO scores. Studies such as these suggest that the FIRO scale is 
an appropriate way to differentiate individuals across a range of situations. 
The reported level of each of the interpersonal tendencies varies largely, depending on the 






Table 2.1 Reported levels of the modes of interpersonal behaviour. 
Author Type of participants Mean reported 
levels of Inclusion 
Mean reported 
levels of Control 
Mean reported levels 
of Affection/ 
Openness 
Hurley (1991) 64 undergraduate students 4.6 Not reported 5.2 
Furnham (1990) 64 students; 24 male, 40 female 3.60 3.55 3.75 
Floyd (1988) 153 undergraduates; 66 female, 
56 males 
3.91 2.60 3.39 
Furnham & 
Crump (2007) 
4143 adult managers. 971 
female, remainder male, aged 
29-59 
5.15 5.21 3.70 
Ullmann, Krasner, 
& Troffer (1964) 
47 male, 75 female 
undergraduates, 
5.98 3.98 4.32 
Ullmann, Krasner, 
& Troffer (1964) 
40 male psychiatric patients age 
37.25 (8.25) 
3.62 2.65 2.85 
Bakken & Romig 
(1992) 
207 mid-adolescents in high 
school, 70 male, 137 female. 
5.01 3.12 4.68 
Bakken & Romig 
(1992) 
70 male 4.20 2.95 3.09 
Bakken & Romig 
(1992) 
137 female 5.24 3.16 5.49 
Siegel & Miller 
(2009) 
199 USA auditors; mean age 
40.9, 49 male, 50 female. 
4.86 4.55 4.55 
Siegel & Miller 
(2009) 
102Asian auditors, mean age 
37.0, 50 female, 52 male 
4.78 4.45 4.52 
Gilligan (1973) 296 students; 128 female, 168 
male aged 17-19 
4.7 4.5 2.6 
 
2.4 Offending behaviour and FIRO-B scores 
Youngs (2004) differentiated styles of offending behaviour, and examined these in relation to 
interpersonal personality characteristics using the FIRO-B questionnaire. Youngs demonstrates that 
different levels of the interpersonal behaviours within the FIRO-B can be linked to preferences for 
certain styles of crime reported by incarcerated males. 
Youngs reports an overall mean Expressed Openness score for young offenders of 3.6 (SD 1.99) 
which is very close to the mean for under 29-year-old males in the general population of 3.3 (Schutz, 
ϭϵϵϮͿ. Foƌ Eǆpƌessed IŶĐlusioŶ, YouŶgs͛ offeŶdiŶg population scored low at 3.7 when compared with 
the general population norm reported by Schutz of 5.4 (for under 29-year-oldsͿ. YouŶgs͛ populatioŶ 
Received Inclusion scores are 4.5, which is identical to the normative mean for individuals of a 
similar age (Youngs, 2004). 
Offenders who commit crimes which involve interaction with other people, usually through violence, 
tend to report higher scores on the Expressed Control scale. Youngs reports that within the 
Expressive Person style offending behaviours, the two highest Expressed Control scores are for those 
offenders admitting to the behaviours involving use of a weapon (Youngs, 2004). 
Youngs also reports that for Received Control, the higher scores are found predominantly for those 
reporting property crimes. Whereas lower Received Control scores were indicated by those 
reporting involvement in person crimes. Furthermore, while scores for property offences are 
generally elevated, it is noticeable that the very highest Received Control scores were found for the 
vandalism behaviours and carrying gun (Youngs, 2004). 
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YouŶgs͛ studǇ deŵoŶstƌates that leǀels of iŶteƌpeƌsoŶal peƌsoŶalitǇ ĐaŶ ďe liŶked to ǀaƌious tǇpes oƌ 
styles of offending. Therefore level of propensity towards different type of offence can be affected 
by type and level of interpersonal personality. 
2.5. Criticisms on structure 
Many studies have indicated that the facets of Inclusion and Affection are problematic (Hurley 1990; 
Macrosson 2000; Mahoney and Stasson 2005; Dancer and Woods 2006; Furnham 2008). Affection 
refers primarily to feelings whereas Inclusion refers primarily to behaviour. Dancer & Wood (2006) 
have also raised questions regarding the distinctness of the Affection facet. As such, the term 
Affection was changed to Openness in an attempt to clarify this (Schutz 1978). A number of revisions 
were undertaken to the structure of the FIRO, making it easier to understand and interpret. The 
scale was revised to primarily reflect behaviour and renamed FIRO-B. 
The structure of the FIRO-B has been examined using a variety of methods, for example test-retest 
reliability (Hutchinson, 1965; Schutz 1978; Gluck, 1983,), factor structures (Macrosson, 2000), as well 
as being compared to a variety of other personality measures (e.g. Mahoney & Stasson, 2005; 
Furnham, 2007, 2008). The lack of definition among Inclusion and Affection has been suggested to 
be attributable to the type of participants Schutz originally recruited. Mahoney & Stasson (2005) 
suggested that as Schutz used participants from Harvard iŶ the ϭϵϱϬ͛s, it is possiďle that oŶlǇ those 
with a more sophisticated understanding of social relationships are able to identify the subtle 
distinction between Affection and Inclusion. As a result of this, Mahoney concludes that the FIRO-B 
reflects a two dimension scale which measures aspects of Dominance (Control) and Socio-emotional 
Affect (Inclusion and Affection). 
However, Youngs (2004) points out that all of the studies which criticize the structure of the FIRO-B 
have applied Schutz specifically designed coding framework to assess validity. Schutz provides an ad 
hoc coding framework which sums up scores into six pre-defined sub-groups, as well as reversing the 
scores of six items on the scale. However, Youngs suggests that there is little evidence for the 
psychometric basis of the sub-scales, and indeed if grouping the items in this way is appropriate. 
There are no published account for the internal validity and psychometric basis for grouping the 
individual items in this way. 
2.6 Chapter summary 
In sum then, there are many valid measures of personality; however, not all of them are appropriate 
for examining differences in offending behaviour. Canter (1989) proposes that as crime is an 
interpersonal interaction, any comparisons between an offender and the type of crime they choose 
needs to reflect this. Schutz (1958) suggests that as interpersonal behaviours are deeply rooted in 
our attitude and behaviour, they are prevalent across a range of situations. 
YouŶgs͛ ;ϮϬϬϰͿ studǇ fouŶd eǀideŶĐe to suggest that some of the elements within the FIRO-B scale 
were linked to styles of offending. As such it is suggested that the FIRO-B scale is an appropriate 
personality scale to investigate the study of offending behaviour, and infer individual characteristics. 
Youngs͛ studǇ also iŶdiƌeĐtlǇ iŶdiĐates that leǀel of pƌopeŶsitǇ toǁaƌds ĐeƌtaiŶ Đƌiŵe tǇpes ĐaŶ ďe 
affected by interpersonal personality type.  
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A Ŷuŵďeƌ of studies haǀe ĐƌitiĐised the stƌuĐtuƌe of the sĐale, ŵaŶǇ haǀe pƌoposed that ͚OpeŶŶess͛ 
is not a distinct facet (Floyd, 1988; Hurley, 1992; Dancer and Woods, 2006). However, as pointed out 




























Chapter 3. Examining behavioural consistency across offence types. 
It is possible that preferences for certain types or styles of crime may increase or decrease the 
likelihood that in individual will engage in an offence. Some of the literature outlined so far has 
suggested that different types of offences may increase or decrease the likelihood that a person will 
engage in the act, thus increasing level of propensity. However, in order to evaluate whether it is 
possible that type of crimes can be linked to propensity, it must first be established whether or not 
there is any evidence that individuals show consistency in the type of offence they choose to 
commit. There is a wide body of literature which considers whether or not there is evidence of 
consistency in crime choice. Literature of this kind usually comes under the heading of specialisation.  
Some of the literature examining consistency in offence choice has suggested that offenders are not 
specialists and carry out a range of criminal activities.  For example, Soothill et al (2010) report that 
offenders do not specialize in any one type of offence, and carry out a variety of offence types. 
Authors such as Cohen (1955), Lerman (1968) and Hirschi (1969) also suggest that offenders do not 
specialize and have attributed the reason for their offending behaviour to contextual community 
factors. 
However, many studies within the specialization literature suggest that individuals do consistently 
commit the same type of offence. For example, Britt (1996) examines offending patterns by 
categorising crimes into ten offence classifications. Britt concludes that offenders are much more 
likely to repeat the same type of offences than to commit another type, thus supporting 
specialisation. Kratzer & Hodging (1999) propose that those who begin to offend earlier in life 
tended to commit a larger volume of crime with much more variation compared to those who begin 
to offend later. This infers that there are multiple factors which influence offending behaviour other 
than consistency for particular crime types. 
There is a large body of literature which suggests that violent crime is an area of specialisation (e.g. 
Senna, Rathers & Siegel, 1974; Labouvie, 1994; Deane, Armstrong & Felson, 2005; Armstrong, 2008; 
White & Heng Choon et al, 2012). Deane, Armstrong & Felson (2005) suggest that violent offenders 
are likely to carry out other violent offences. Conversely, non-violent offenders are likely to carry out 
other non-violent offences. Piquero, Jennings & Barnes (2012) support the view that offenders are 
specialist, and state that a small number of chronic offenders are responsible for the majority of 
violent offences. Heng Choon et al (2012) also propose that violent offenders specialise and suggest 
that the risk factors for violent offending are age of onset, frequency, low social bond and high 
impulsivity. Again, this highlights the proposal that individuals will show consistency for crimes 
which involve violence as well as indicating that multiple factors influence offending.  
Other authors suggest that offenders consistently commit crimes which only interact with property 
(e.g. White & Labouvie, 1994; Armstrong, 2008; Heng Choon et al, 2012). Senna, Rathers & Siegel 
(1974) propose that crimes against property were one of the areas they discovered specialisation. 
Whereas Lo, Kim & Cheng (2008) posits that specialisation is evident for violent, drug, miscellaneous 
and property offences. Heng Choon et al (2012) point out that the number of prior convictions can 
be a good predictor of specialisation in non-violent offences. Armstrong (2008) summarise that 
specialisation in violent and property offences changes with age. 
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It is possible that the lack of consensus on whether offenders consistently commit the same types of 
crime is due to the way the offences are classified. For example, Blumstein et al (1988) initially used 
narrow legal definitions to classify offences, and found no evidence for specialisation. However, 
when offences were summed into similar crimes, specialisation was evident for violent and property 
offences. This implies that the way various crimes are defined effects the findings. The studies 
outlined by Blumstein et al (1988), White & Labouvie (1994), Heng Choon et al (2012) and Lo, Kim, & 
Cheng (2008) all suggest that individuals show consistency in the types of offences they commit, 
when the crimes are summed into similar offences. 
Sullivan et al (2006) states that generality in offending may be due to the variety of methods 
employed in the various studies. Various scales, measurements, offence classifications, and analysis 
methods have resulted in inconsistent findings. Fisher & Ross (2006) support this argument and 
conclude that specialisation exists when a broad rather than narrow classification system are 
applied. Luengo et al (1994) and Olczac et al (1983) have argued the need for differentiated 
classification of offending behaviours. Dentler & Monroe (1961) propose a need for Guttman scales 
to measure the four most common offences, which they propose are: truancy, vandalism, injury to 
persons, and theft. Similarly, Arnold (1965) suggests the most common categories should be 
vandalism, attacks against the person, and theft. So although there is a general agreement that 
crimes should be grouped into similar offences, there is still a lack of agreement on what those 
categories should be. 
3.1 Psychological aspects of crime choice 
All of these studies support the view that consistency in offending behaviour is evident when a 
group of similar offences are examined instead of each individual crime. Again, studies such as these 
highlight the benefit of summarising groups of similar offences, and infer that aspects other than 
offence classification can influence specialisation. Canter & Youngs (2009) summarize that a large 
number of studies show that meaningful distinctions between people who commit a number of 
offences, is whether they commit crimes against a person or an object. Therefore it is reasonable to 
assume that propensity can be increased by the type of offence. Some individuals may show a higher 
level of propensity to commit violent crimes, while others might have a higher level of propensity to 
commit property crimes. 
The violent crimes outlined above can be summarized as crimes against the person, whereas the 
property crimes can be summarized as crimes against an object. Canter & Youngs (2009) further 
define this distinction as property crimes relating to outcomes which have an external impact, and 
person crimes relating to outcomes which have an internal impact. The studies which are outlined 
above could all be summed up as focusing crimes towards a Person or an Object, the outcomes and 
expectancies of such offences also needs to be considered. 
Canter & Youngs (2009) point out that crime is a socio-legal concept, not a psychological one. They 
suggest that if we are to understand criminal actions and underlying processes, it is not appropriate 
to examine these using the legal definitions given to crimes. Canter & Youngs (2009) go on to state 
that criminal activity needs to be examined in terms of modes of interactions which are carried out 
to achieve many different objectives. Furthermore, they suggest that there is a need to develop 
meaningful ways to distinguish between criminal activities. 
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A study by Canter & Fritzon (1998) shows the advantages of exploring several components within 
criminal actions simultaneously. The study also shows the value of considering the psychological 
basis of crime choice. Canter & Fritzon report that it is possible to differentiate between behavioural 
styles of arsonists. Their study differentiates between the style (Instrumental or Expressive) and 
target (Object or Person) of the offending behaviour. They propose four themes within arson; 
Expressive Person, Expressive Object, Instrumental Person, and Instrumental Object. These 
categories were taken from principals proposed by Fesbach (1964) who defined aggression as being 
Instrumental or Expressive. Instrumental aggression, and by extension Instrumental crime styles, 
have external outcomes and benefits. Whereas Expressive aggression and Expressive crime styles, 
haǀe iŶteƌŶal outĐoŵes aŶd ďeŶefits. CaŶteƌ & FƌitzoŶ͛s studǇ eǆploƌes ďoth stǇle of ďehaǀiouƌ aŶd 
target of the offence. This means that it is possible to consider each of these behavioural 
components, and how they influence and interact with each other. Other studies within Investigative 
Psychology have also begun to appreciate the value of identifying the multiple components within 
any given crime. 
A growing number of researchers have acknowledged the value of examining crimes using well-
grounded psychological principals such as Instrumental and Expressive behaviours. It has been 
shown that Instrumental and Expressive behaviours can be displayed across a range of offences. For 
example, Instrumental and Expressive behaviours have been identified in homicide (Salfati & Canter, 
1999; Miethe & Drass, 1999; Salfati, 2000; Santtila et al, 2003; Salfati & Bateman, 2005; Salfati & 
Dupont, 2006) and arson (Fritzon, 2002; Santtila et al, 2003; Santtila, Fritzon & Tamelander, 2004). 
Instrumental and Expressive offending styles have also been associated with crime committed 
during public holidays (Cohn & Rotton, 2003) and changes to welfare (Burek, 2006). 
3.2 Measuring self-reported offending 
Youngs (2004) proposed an alternative way to explore consistency in offending behaviour, and 
investigated specialisation by constructing a self-report questionnaire known as the D42. This scale is 
designed to capture the psychologically active components of behaviours, rather than defining them 
in legal terms. The questionnaire consists of 42 contextualised criminal and deviant acts. The items 
on this scale are worded to capture different psychological elements of the offence. For example, 
some items are defined in terms of their underlying goal, some capture the severity, and others 
identify the nature of the target. Youngs (2004) suggests that it is possible to examine consistency in 
offending behaviour by categorizing crimes as having internal or external outcomes, and labels these 
as Instrumental or Expressive. This supported the findings stated above by Canter & Fritzon (1988). 
Canter & Youngs (2009) also propose that classifying offences as having internal or external 
outcomes can be productive in determining consistency. 
YouŶgs͛ ;ϮϬϬϰͿ ƌesults suggest that the items on her self-report level of criminality scale can be 
differentiated on the basis of three facets. The first facet differentiates the target of the act, items 
were conceptualised as targeting Person or Property. Items that have violent interactions such as 
beat someone up, use of a weapon, and drug use, were defined as interacting with a Person. 
Whereas items such as burglary and vandalism are defined as interacting with Property. 
The second facet examines the underlying mode of operation, namely Instrumental or Expressive 
behaviour. Instrumental behaviours are suggested to be conducted in order to achieve some 
secondary goal, and so are indirect expressions of need or desire. Instrumental crimes are those 
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which are carried out to achieve some secondary goal, for example robbery for money, burglary for 
goods etc. These could also be described as having external outcomes.  In contrast, Expressive items 
are those where the behaviour is the primary aim or reward, and are direct expressions of a goal or 
need. Expressive crimes can also be described as being carried out for their own reward, for 
example, acts of violence or drug taking behaviour. These could also be described as having internal 
outcomes.  
Finally, the third facet differentiates items into different levels of seriousness, or psychological 
intensity. Youngs found that general high frequency behaviours are differentiated from lower 
fƌeƋueŶĐǇ ŵoƌe seƌious aĐts. YouŶgs ĐoŶĐludes that ͞PaƌtiĐulaƌ stǇles of offeŶdiŶg eŵeƌge theŶ, as 
seriousness or intensity increases, relating to the Expressive-Property, Expressive-Person, 
Instrumental-Property and Instrumental-PeƌsoŶ theŵes͟ ;p. ϵͿ. As outliŶed eaƌlieƌ, YouŶgs also 
examined each of these facets in relation to interpersonal personality characteristics. Studies such as 
this have advanced our understanding of the psychological components that actively influence crime 
choice. 
Youngs (2001) also investigated consistency in offending behaviour by focusing on the type of gain 
the crime produces. Youngs (2001) proposes that Social Cognitive Theory principals can provide a 
basis for differentiating preference towards styles of offending. Youngs suggests that whether a 
particular behaviour occurs or not is determined by whether there is any incentive for the individual 
to perform it. Bandura (1986) proposes seven fundamental incentives which drive human behaviour. 
Youngs suggests that three of these incentives are relevant to criminal behaviours. 
The first incentive Youngs proposes is directly releǀaŶt to offeŶdiŶg is ͚MoŶetaƌǇ͛. BaŶduƌa posits 
that this incentive is about acquiring a monetary gain. Youngs suggests that this is relevant to 
criminal behaviour where this monetary gain is taken from others, for example crimes such as 
robbery, theft and fraud. Youngs further proposes that this gain could be extended to be relevant to 
the desire for material goods, and could include goods as well as money in a criminal context. As 
such, Youngs labels this incentive as Material gain. 
The second fundamental incentive that Youngs proposes is relevant to criminal actions is Power and 
status. This incentive defines the desire for control over other people. Youngs suggests that this 
control leads to a gain in Power and status and labels this Power gain. This could represent a range 
of criminal actions such as violence in various forms. 
The third and final fundamental incentive that Youngs proposes is relevant to offending behaviour is 
Sensory. This incentive is based on the desire for pleasurable and stimulating experiences, as well as 
the avoidance of aspects such as boredom. Youngs points out that this stimulating experience of 
ĐƌiŵiŶal aĐtioŶs has also ďeeŶ highlighted ďǇ Katz ;ϭϵϴϴͿ iŶ his ďook ͚The seduĐtiǀe Ŷatuƌe of Đƌiŵe͛. 
Some activities can be seen as attempts to either increase excitement, or relieve boredom where 
the crime is some drug taking behaviour. Youngs suggests that some criminal acts increase levels of 
excitement because they are defined as criminal. 
Youngs (2001) conducted a smallest space analysis on the data and put forward that it is possible to 
examine individual preferences in both the form and level of the three fundamental incentives. 
Material, Power and Sensory gains are identified as producing high or low levels of gain. 
Furthermore, Youngs highlights that specialisation was defined in terms of Material, Power or 
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Sensory gains, but only when there was a high level of the particular gain. It is possible that these 
three gain types could encompass the whole range of criminal actions. 
The findings presented within this chapter demonstrate that individuals show consistency in 
offending when the crimes are categorized according to the various psychological and behavioural 
components. Therefore, levels of criminal propensity can be increased or decreased when examining 
offending according to these definitions.   
In summary, authors such as Shoda, Mischel & Wright (1994) and Mokros & Alison (2002) are keen 
to highlight that the behaviour an offender exhibits is conditional upon the situation they are in, 
which makes the inference process much more challenging. Some theorists suggest that there is no 
evidence for behavioural consistency across offence types (e.g. Cohen, 1955; Lerman, 1968; Hirschi, 
1969; Soothill et al, 2010). Others found evidence in support of behavioural consistency across 
offence types (e.g. Deane, Armstrong & Felson, 2005; Piquero, Jennings & Barnes, 2012; Heng Choon 
et al, 2012). However, many of these studies focus solely on the offence classification rather than 
any behavioural components within the various crimes. 
Many of the studies outlined in this chapter found evidence for behavioural consistency when 
individual crimes were grouped into similar styles, such as violent interactions and Property crimes. 
However, as Canter & Youngs (2009) point out, crime is a socio-legal definition, not a psychological 
one. Furthermore, they state that criminal activity needs to be examined in terms of modes of 
interactions and are carried out to achieve many different objectives. They suggest that there is a 
need to develop meaningful ways to distinguish between crime types. Both Canter & Youngs (2002; 
2009) and Mokros & Alison (2002) suggest that any inference process needs to be based on well-
grounded psychological theories. 
The findings outlined by Canter & Fritzon (1998), and Youngs (2001, 2004) have established that it is 
possible to make meaningful distinctions between offences. However, in order to establish 
consistency in offending, crimes need to be classified according to the various behavioural 
components. Studies such as these have shown the value of examining offending behaviour as 
interactions and ways of relating to each other, rather than summing offences into artificially 
created legal classifications. 
The literature outlined in this chapter has demonstrated that in order to examine the various forms 
of offences people carry out, one needs to focus beyond the legal classifications of such acts. It is 
proposed that crimes should be classified according to aspects such as the target, or behaviours 
within each act, and the variations in styles of such actions. 
3.3 Developing Inferences between offender and crimes 
Several areas of literature need to be considered together if there is to be any advances in our 
understanding of relationship between attitude and personality, and the way these relate to 
offending styles. As outlined so far, it is possible that level of propensity to commit crime could be 
affected by several different components. The way we evaluate right and wrong, the way we think, 
our individual personality, and the type of crime, are all likely to have an impact on level of criminal 
propensity. In order to understand the factors which may increase propensity to offend, inferences 
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need to be developed between different aspects of behaviour, motivation and individual 
differences. Such inferences need to be based on well-grounded psychological principals.  
Inference development is a central process within some Investigative Psychology (IP) studies, and is 
kŶoǁŶ as the A to C eƋuatioŶ. The A͛s ƌelate to the aĐtioŶs ǁithiŶ a Đƌiŵe, aŶd the C͛s ƌelate to the 
characteristics of the offender (Canter, 1993). However, Youngs (2007) has highlighted that the 
relationship between actions and characteristics is canonical, as there will rarely be one action that 
predicts one characteristic. There are likely to be a range of complexities in the way that these 
variables relate to each other. Canter & Youngs (2009) elaborate: 
The whole concept of a ͚ĐaŶoŶiĐal eƋuatioŶ͛ shoǁs that sŵall ĐhaŶges iŶ aŶǇ oŶe ǀaƌiaďle 
can influence the overall outcome. A change in the range of crimes considered, or age of 
victims, or length of time over which the crimes are examined could produce very different 
predictions of, for instance, criminal history. (P. 84) 
Canter & Youngs (2002) propose that there are limitless possibilities of which actions relate to which 
characteristics. As such some form of theoretical framework is necessary to indicate relationships 
between the two. Canter & Youngs (2009) further highlight that the relationship between actions 
aŶd ĐhaƌaĐteƌistiĐs ĐaŶ ďe thought of as a seƌies of ͚if-theŶ͛ stateŵeŶts. Hoǁeǀeƌ, CaŶteƌ & YouŶgs 
are careful to point out that arguments made in this way require ͚ǁaƌƌaŶt͛. These usuallǇ take the 
form of well-grounded psychological theories and require some empirical support before the 
statement can be accepted as true. 
3.4 Difficulties in making inferences between actions and characteristics 
Alison, Bennell, Mokros, and Ormerod (2002) propose that in order to make inferences between 
offenders͛ actions and characteristics, there must be consistency and homology in the way an 
offender behaves. Alison et al (2010) clarify this by stating: 
The consistency assumption held that the variations in actions (i.e. behaviours) of an 
offender across their series must be less than the variation in actions by all other offenders. 
The second assumption holds that people who commit crimes in a similar style will have 
similar background characteristics – called the homology assumption.(p. 119). 
The view that individuals who carry out a crime in a similar way should be similar in their 
characteristics creates challenges in drawing conclusions about an offenders characteristics from 
crime scene information (Mokros & Alison, 2002).  Shoda, Mischel and Wright (1994) are keen to 
highlight that the behaviour an offender exhibits is conditional on the situation he or she is in. 
Mokros & Alison (2002) support this argument and point out that situational influences may inhibit 
the possiďilitǇ of iŶfeƌƌiŶg offeŶdeƌ ĐhaƌaĐteƌistiĐs fƌoŵ Đƌiŵe sĐeŶe iŶfoƌŵatioŶ, as theǇ state: ͞…it 
is possiďle that the ŶegleĐt of situatioŶal iŶflueŶĐes seƌiouslǇ ĐoŶfouŶds aŶǇ hoŵologǇ.͟ ;p. ϰϬͿ. AŶ 
example of how context and individual situation can affect findings is found in a study by Beauregard 
et al (2007). This study found that contextual factors such as familiarity with the environment, and 
type of offence site, can influence the way serial sex offenders carry out an offence. 
However, there is evidence to suggest that behaviour can be stable across offences for other types 
of crimes. For example, Woodhams & Toye (2007) reported that offence behaviour was found to be 
consistent in commercial robbery. Similarly, Bennell and Jones (2005) report consistency in 
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behaviour for burglary. Behavioural consistency has been established for a number of offence types 
including sexual assault (Santtila, Junkkila & Sandnabba, 2005), burglary (Goodwill & Alison, 2006), 
and arson (Santtila, Fritzon & Tamelander, 2004). 
3.5 Thesis proposals 
In summary, the present thesis aims to investigate which psychological factors may increase level of 
criminal propensity. The literature which has been outlined here indicates that there are likely to be 
many factors involved in this process. However, each area of literature is limited in the factors they 
each explore. There are several aims within the present thesis.  
The main research question is: Which psychological factors combine to produce an increased 
propensity towards crime? To fully answer this question, several areas need to be considered in a 
number of studies.  
Study 1, chapter 5 - Firstly, the thesis aims to establish how individuals structure their attitude 
towards offending. The study aims to establish the ways in which attitude to crime is structured, and 
how this may influence propensity to offend. A more positive attitude towards behavioural styles 
and offences will indicate a higher level of propensity towards such crimes. Factors such as 
behaviour, target of the offence, ways of behaving, and motivations to offend will be considered in 
this exploration.  
Study 2, chapter 6 - Secondly, the thesis aims to determine how interpersonal personality is 
structured. The structure of interpersonal personality needs to be examined before it can be related 
to behaviour or attitude. 
Study 3, chapter 7 - Thirdly, the thesis aims to determine the ways in which people differentiate 
offending, and whether or not there is evidence to suggest that individuals show consistency 
towards particular crimes or behavioural styles. By assessing which crimes are committed in 
combination, it will be possible to infer an increased propensity towards particular styles of 
offending, rather than assess whether propensity to offend is increased by each individual crime 
type. 
Study 4, chapter 8 – This final section of the thesis aims to consider the interaction of all of the 
scales presented. Therefore, this study is presented in five phases: 
Phase 1 - The thesis will investigate whether style of attitudes towards offending can be 
related to styles of interpersonal personality. It may be possible to relate styles of 
preferential attitude to interpersonal personality style. 
Phase 2 - The thesis seeks to establish whether particular interpersonal personality styles 
can related to styles of offending. This exploration will allow a test of the very foundations of 
offender profiling as there is debate over whether offending actions can related to 
personality. 
Phase 3 – The thesis also investigates whether attitude to offending and reported offending 
are related concepts. The thesis explores whether an increased level of attitude towards a 
particular offence is likely to be related to an increased level of propensity to commit such 
42 
 
an offence. In establishing the link between actions (reported crime types) and 
characteristics (interpersonal personality styles), the very foundation of offender profiling 
will be investigated.  
Phase 4 – The thesis investigates whether styles of attitude and interpersonal personality 
styles can accurately predict level of overall reported offending. 
Phase 5 - Finally, the thesis explores whetheƌ aŶ iŶdiǀiduals͛ peƌsoŶalitǇ ĐaŶ haǀe aŶ iŵpaĐt 
on the relationship between their attitude and level of reported offending. It will be 
explored whether or not different styles of interpersonal personality moderate the 
relationship between attitude and behaviour in relation to offending. 
In summary then, there are a number of hypotheses which the present thesis seeks to establish. 
These can be summarized as follows: 
1. Attitude to offending can be differentiated according to the target of the offence, style 
of behaviour, and justification for action. 
2. Interpersonal personality, as measured by the FIRO-B, can be differentiated into 
behaviours which are Expressed or Received, in terms of Inclusion, Openness, and 
Control. 
3. Reported offending can be differentiated according to the target of the gain, style of 
interaction, and level of gain which is made.  
4. Styles of interpersonal personality can be related to styles of offending. 
5. Attitude to offending can be related to similar styles of reported offending. 
6. Type of attitude and personality can accurately predict levels of reported offending. 
7. Types of interpersonal personality can have an impact on the relationship between 
attitude styles and reported offending.  














Chapter 4. Methodology. 
4.1 Rationale 
The measurement of propensity to offend presents several methodological challenges. Future 
behaviour cannot be measured; therefore propensity has to be inferred by a number of different 
methods. Another issue to be considered is exactly which psychological factors should be measured? 
As was highlighted within the earlier chapters, previous studies have been limited in the factors they 
explore. Some studies investigate the impact that morality or thiŶkiŶg stǇles has oŶ aŶ iŶdiǀidual͛s 
decision to offend; others consider the impact of personality on offending. Furthermore, studies 
which look at the impact of different crime types have only considered the effect this has on 
consistency in criminal behaviour. However, it is possible that the type of crime has an impact on 
propensity to offend; an individual may be more willing to carry out one type of crime than another, 
thus increasing or decreasing propensity.  
When these components are measured in isolation, they can distort the level of influence any one of 
these factors may have on overall propensity. The central preposition within the present thesis is 
that several psychological factors need to be considered alongside each other to give an overall view 
of propensity.  
The present thesis explores the psychological aspects which may increase propensity to offend. It is 
argued that measuring attitude will reveal a set of pre-defined levels of acceptability towards 
different styles of offending. These attitudinal preferences may be related to subsequent offending 
behaviour. This assumption is based on the Theory of Reasoned Action (Fishbein & Ajzen, 1975, 
1980), which postulates that attitude influences behaviour. However, there is also research to 
suggest that personality influences the way a person behaves (e.g. Shultz, 1958; Eysenk, 1967, 1977). 
The central preposition of the present thesis is that behaviour is influenced by a combination of 
attitude and personality. 
4.2 Aims and objectives 
In order to establish the ways in which attitude and personality are related to offending, it is 
necessary to examine the structure of each of these components. Once the structure of each of 
these concepts is established, inferences can then be made between them.  
The difficulties of linking particular characteristics to specific crime types have been highlighted in 
the earlier chapters. These difficulties are further confounded by any situational influences. 
Although contextual factors have an effect on behaviour, context should have little impact on the 
dominant styles and themes within behaviour. Therefore, the main focus throughout the thesis is on 
identifying themes in attitude, personality, and reported crime.   
As stated, it is proposed that attitude to offending is composed of many factors. Behaviour is rarely 
uni-dimensional, and often complex. Therefore it is reasonable to assume that attitude towards a 
particular set of behaviours is also complex. The aim within the present thesis is to establish how 
individuals differentiate the various themes within offending. It is proposed that attitude to 
offending is composed of ways of thinking about: the target of the offence, the behaviours which are 
necessary to carry out the act, what is to be gained by carrying out the act, and the reason for 
carrying out the act.  
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It is also necessary to consider the structure of interpersonal personality. Schutz (1958) developed 
the FIRO-B interpersonal personality scale. Schutz proposed that this scale could be differentiated 
into various sub-scales which identify various style of interpersonal behaviours. However, there has 
been some criticism regarding this proposed structure. Therefore, it is necessary to explore the ways 
in which individuals differentiate styles of interpersonal behaviour.  
It is also important to measure reported offending. Earlier chapters indicated that it is not 
appropriate to examine offending behaviour based on legal classification. It is more appropriate to 
examine the psychologically active elements within offending. One of the main objectives within the 
present thesis is to explore attitude of the general public, who are assumed to be non-offending. 
However, this is unlikely to be the case. Both academics and official statistics acknowledge that a 
huge proportion of crime goes un-detected and un-punished. Therefore, while it is likely this will be 
a low offending population, there will be some reported offending behaviours. This means that 
when measuring attitude to offending, responses are likely to reflect psychological preferences 
rather than relying on previous experience.  
Once it is understood how offences are differentiated and conceptualized, it will be possible to begin 
to explore how attitude, personality and offending styles are related. Statistical procedures can be 
applied to identify themes and styles within all 3 concepts being measured. Then statistical 
procedures can be applied to explore the ways in which these are related to each other. By gaining a 
measure of an individuals reported offending behaviour, their attitude to a range of offences, and 
their personality, inferences can begin to be developed.  
4.3. Ethical considerations. 
All of the participants who agreed to take part in this research indicated their agreement by signing a 
consent form (appendix 6). Prior to completing any questionnaire, participants were informed that 
no information would be taken which could identify them. Each set of printed questionnaires was 
assigned a number; this number was then used to identify each participant in the data set. British 
Psychological Society ethical guidelines were followed throughout data collection and analysis 
procedures.  The scales which are used in the present thesis were approved by the University of 
Huddersfield SREP ethics board. 
Issues of ethics and confidentiality are particularly relevant to studies which collect information 
about crimes for which the person may not have been caught or convicted. The information 
gathered with the D45 scale may be crimes which the individual has not been caught for or 
convicted of. At the time of completion the participants are informed that the information given is 
anonymous. Therefore, from the perspective of the participant it would be unethical for the 
researcher to forward this information to authorities. To protect participants, only the researcher 
has access to the information obtained. 
This does mean though, that the researcher is withholding information which may relate to unsolved 
offences, therefore may be unethical from the general communities perspective. However, the 
information obtained asks about previous offences, therefore disclosure of this information would 
not have a direct impact on crime prevention. Furthermore, the participants may have already be 
caught and convicted for these offences; the researcher did not ask whether the reported offences 
were known to the authorities. The overall objective of this research is to understand the 
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psychological components which may increase propensity to commit certain crimes. Therefore, the 
findings may help us to better understand criminality, which may ultimately lead to crime reduction.   
The researcher made clear that when participants completed the scales which measure attitudes 
towards offending, the items are not asking whether or not the individual would actually go out and 
commit such an offence. Before any data had been collected it was made clear that the scales 
related to attitude, and not actual or intended behaviour. 
4.4 Pilot study details 
A pilot study was carried out to determine which aspects of hypothetical crime scenarios are 
attended to and differentiated. This pilot study was necessary because no previous studies have 
examined attitude to offending which examine multiple aspects of the offence. The pilot study 
recruited a male only sample, as males are known to be the most prevalent offenders. Therefore it 
can be assumed that males would show a more positive attitude to a range of offences. However, 
once it was determined which components were to be measured, the main study recruited both 
males and females so that the findings are applicable to a wider population.  
The pilot study consisted of an attitude scale, known as the Hypothetical Offending Style Scale 
(HOSS), the EleŵeŶt B of “Đhutzs͛ ;ϭϵϱϴͿ iŶteƌpeƌsoŶal peƌsoŶalitǇ sĐale ͚FuŶdaŵeŶtal IŶteƌpeƌsoŶal 
‘elatioŶs OƌieŶtatioŶ͛ ;FI‘O-B) scale, and demographic information (see appendix 1 for HOSS, 
appendix 4 for FIRO-B, and appendix 5 for demographic scales). Male participants were recruited for 
this pilot study. This is because males have consistently been shown to be the more active criminals, 
with males committing the majority of offences (Farrington, et al, 1988; Walmsley et al, 1992). 
Therefore, it is reasonable to assume that males would show more of a positive attitude towards 
various styles of crime.  A full description of each scale and the elements it measures are given 
below. 
4.5 Pilot study participants  
Ninety seven male participants were recruited using opportunity sampling. Participants were 
recruited from a variety of leisure venues in North West England using opportunity sampling. 
Participants took between 10 and 15 minutes to fill out the questionnaires. 
The participants age ranged from 18 to 69 with a mean age of 31.5 (SD 12.5), although 60% of this 
population is under the age of 35. The majority of participants reported their ethnicity as white 
British (87%). Other ethnicities included Irish (1%), Welsh (1%), black Caribbean (1%), black African 
(3%), Polish (1%), Indian (1%), Pakistani (2%) and other (2%). 
The majority of the participants (54%) were employed, while the remainder were self -employed 
(15%), students (11%), or unemployed (20%). Most participants had not been convicted of any crime 
(83%), however some had been convicted (17%). However, 41% said they had carried out a crime 
and 59% reported that they have never carried out a crime. For level of education, 6% reported no 





4.6 Main propensity study 
The data for phase two of the data collection process is taken from a wider study examining 
attitudes to crime using a variety of scales. This data collection process was carried out by a group of 
twelve researchers. The wider study investigating attitude, personality and offending, consisted of 
two attitude scales, one reported offending scale, and two personality scales. However, the present 
study only uses one of the attitude scales, one reported offending scale, and one personality scale. 
Each researcher used different combinations of the scales, according to their specific hypotheses 
and research aims. As such, there are an unequal number of participants completing each scale in 
the present study.  
4.7 Main study participants 
A total of 294 male and female participants of all ages were recruited to allow comparisons between 
genders and age ranges to be made. The scales which are presented in this thesis include: Attitude 
to Offending Style Scale (AOSS), D45 scale, FIRO-B scale, and demographic information (see appendix 
2 for AOSS, appendix 3 for D45, appendix 4 for FIRO-B, and appendix 5 for demographic scale). A full 
description of the scales presented is given below. 
Of the participants who completed the scales relevant to the present study, the majority of 
participants (56%) were a cross section of society recruited in leisure venues in Northern England, 
the remaining 44% were undergraduate/postgraduate students from a West Yorkshire University in 
the UK. The data set consists of 142 (48%) males and 153 (52%) females. Age ranged from 18 to 69 
with a mean age of 26.1 (SD 11.7). 
The leǀel of eduĐatioŶ ǀaƌied, of the Ϯϳϵ paƌtiĐipaŶts that ƌepoƌted GC“E͛s, ϳϱ iŶdiĐated theǇ had 
none, whereas 204 reported obtaining them. Two hundred and seventy two participants answered 
the question regarding A levels, 11 reported not having any and 161 said they had at least one. A 
large amount of people also reported having vocational qualifications, 161 reported having these, 11 
reported not having any, the remainder did not answer the question.    
The majority of the sample (72.6%) are between the ages of 16 to 25. The vast majority of the 
sample were white (n=246, 87%), while other ethnicities included Black Caribbean (n=4), Black 
African (n=4), Indian (n=1), Chinese (n=3), Pakistani (n=6) and other (n=4). 
A total of 263 participants answered the question regarding criminal background. The majority (86%) 
of participants indicated that they had no criminal background (n=227), 10% reported having a 
criminal background (n=26), and 4% indicated they would rather not answer the question (n=10). 
The number of participants who completed each of the questionnaires is.  
A total of 295 participants completed the Attitude to Offending Style Scale. 
A total of 205 participants completed the D45 scale. 
A total of 245 participants completed the FIRO-B scale.  
The remit of the present study, in terms of participants, was the general population. Therefore, it 
was important to gather a wide variety of participants of all ages and both genders.  
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4.8 Details of the scales presented in the thesis 
There are two scales presented in the pilot study: the Hypothetical Offending Style Scale and the 
FIRO-B. There are three scales presented in the main research: the Attitude to Offending Style scale, 
FIRO-B, and the D45 scale.   
4.9 Assessing structure of attitudes towards offending 
As indicated in the introductory chapters, it is likely that propensity to offend can be increased by 
several factors; attitude is one of those factors. It is proposed that this attitude is made up of several 
cognitive processes including giving consideration to the target, behaviour, and reason for action. 
Therefore it was necessary to design a scale which could measure several psychological components 
which inform attitude towards offending. The scales which are employed in the present thesis are all 
designed using facet theory methodologies. By using a facet theory approach, it is possible to 
measure several components simultaneously.   
4.10 Hypothetical Offending Style Scale 
Attitude to offending is initially measured using a previously untested explorative scale called the 
Hypothetical Offending Style Scale (HOSS). The HOSS was used in a pilot study in order to assess 
which aspects of hypothetical offending scenarios are attended to and differentiated. The results 
from this initial study then informed the development of a second untested attitude scale, called the 
Attitude to Offending Style Scale.   
As stated, the HOSS is designed to measure attitude towards hypothetical crime scenarios. The scale 
is designed using a facet theory approach, which means that each question measures several 
components. The HOSS is a 48 item scale which presents a variety of hypothetical crime scenarios 
and incorporates various behavioural styles, justifications, levels of gain, and type of behavioural 
interactions. Participants are asked to indicate how likely they would be to carry out each item on a 
seǀeŶ poiŶt Likeƌt sĐale. A ƌespoŶse of oŶe iŶdiĐated ͚never͛, aŶd seǀeŶ iŶdiĐated ͚definitely͛.     
A higher numerical response to each item indicates a more positive attitude to the items within it 
(see appendix 1 for HOSS as presented to participants). Each of the four justifications are combined 
with the same twelve scenarios, creating a 48 item scale (4 x 12 = 48). The HOSS was developed 
using literature from a number of areas. Sykes & Matza (1957) Neutralization techniques informed 
the development of the justifications. The Hypothetical Offending Style Scale (HOSS) is comprised of 
four justifications; these justifications are presented alongside twelve hypothetical crime scenarios. 
The elements within the justification facet are constructed to reflect the neutralisation techniques 
proposed by Sykes and Matza (1957). 
JustifiĐatioŶ A is ĐoŶstƌuĐted to ƌepƌeseŶt the ŶeutƌalisatioŶ teĐhŶiƋue ͚DeŶial of ƌespoŶsiďilitǇ͛. BǇ 
statiŶg ͚Ǉou felt out of Ǉouƌ ŵiŶd͛, the justifiĐatioŶ iŶdiĐates that theƌe is a faĐtoƌ ǁhiĐh is outside of 
the peƌsoŶ͛s ĐoŶtƌol. This NeutƌalisatioŶ teĐhŶiƋue iŶfeƌs that the iŶdiǀidual is helplesslǇ pƌopelled iŶ 
the situation, and that there may be factors beyond that person͛s control. Justification B is 
ĐoŶstƌuĐted to ƌepƌeseŶt ͚DeŶial of iŶjuƌǇ͛. This teĐhŶiƋue iŶfeƌs that the aĐtioŶ does Ŷot Đause aŶǇ 
phǇsiĐal haƌŵ aŶd is stated eǆpliĐitlǇ ǁithiŶ the stateŵeŶt ͚If ŶoďodǇ got huƌt oƌ haƌŵed͛. 
JustifiĐatioŶ C is ĐoŶstƌuĐted to ƌepƌeseŶt ͚Appeal to higheƌ loǇalties͛. BǇ statiŶg ͚Ǉou Ŷeeded to do it 
to pƌoteĐt Ǉouƌ faŵilǇ iŶ soŵe ǁaǇ͛, this justifiĐatioŶ iŵplies that otheƌ Ŷoƌŵs aŶd ďeliefs aƌe ŵoƌe 
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important. For example, taking care of family members is seen as more important than not breaking 
the laǁ. FiŶallǇ, justifiĐatioŶ D is ĐoŶstƌuĐted to ƌepƌeseŶt ͚DeŶial of the ǀiĐtiŵ͛. This teĐhŶiƋue 
suggests that aŶǇ iŶjuƌǇ Đaused is Ŷot ǁƌoŶg iŶ light of the ĐiƌĐuŵstaŶĐes. IŶ statiŶg ͚Ǉou͛d ďeen 
doŶe ǁƌoŶg͛, the justifiĐatioŶ suggests that the ǀiĐtiŵ deseƌǀed it iŶ soŵe ǁaǇ. 
As stated in the introductory section, Sykes & Matza (1957) proposed five techniques of 
neutralisation, however, the present study only utilizes four of them. The fifth neutralisation 
teĐhŶiƋue ͚CoŶdeŵŶatioŶ of the ĐoŶdeŵŶeƌs͛ shifts the foĐus of atteŶtioŶ aǁaǇ fƌoŵ theiƌ oǁŶ 
behaviours to those who disapprove. In a large scale study this would be difficult to incorporate in a 
general justification, as it would depend on who is disapproving. Therefore, this technique is not 
included in the present scale. 
The hypothetical crime scenarios are developed from a number of previous studies (e.g. Walters, 
1995, 2001, 2005, 2006; Youngs, 2001, 2004). The twelve scenarios contain three different types of 
gain, and different behaviours which may be used to secure those gains. The scenarios are 
constructed to represent the different gains proposed by Youngs (2001) as elements; these are 
Material, Power, and Sensory. Youngs developed these gains to reflect the fundamental incentives 
proposed by Bandura (1986). These items are also constructed to represent a mixture of avoidant or 
confronting behaviours as well as reactive or proactive actions (Walters 2005). 
Crime scenarios 1, 2, 3, and 4 are constructed to have a Material gain; in each of these scenarios, 
money is the material gain. The wording of the items infers that two of the Material gain items are 
obtained by direct physical methods (such as grabbing bags from people), or indirect verbal methods 
(such as lying). Scenarios 5, 6, 7, and 8, are constructed to have a Power gain. The wording of these 
items infers that the gain is made by direct physical actions (such as having a verbal conflict), or 
indirect methods (such as leaving a message). Scenarios 9, 10, 11, and 12 are constructed to 
represent a Sensory gain. The wording of these items suggests that the level of sensory gain would 
be high (such as stealing a car or setting fire to bin), or low (such as taking marijuana). 
There are various style of action represented in the scenarios, these are Confront or Avoid 
behaviours, which are Proactive or Reactive. The confront behaviours describe direct physical 
ĐoŶtaĐt ďetǁeeŶ iŶdiǀiduals, foƌ eǆaŵple iteŵ ϭ ͚Grab the handbag from a wealthy woman standing 
aloŶe oŶ a platfoƌŵ at Ŷight͛. The avoidant behaviours represent more of an indirect verbal form of 
iŶteƌaĐtioŶ ďetǁeeŶ iŶdiǀiduals. AŶ eǆaŵple of aǀoidaŶt ďehaǀiouƌ is iteŵ ϯ ͚Lie about your 
possessions to the insurance company then pretend to lose soŵe of these possessioŶs͛. The proactive 
items describe behaviours which are sought out and have a degree of pre-planning, for example 
iteŵ ϭϭ ͚Get a fƌieŶd to ďƌiŶg Ǉou soŵe pot to a paƌtǇ͛. Whereas the reactive behaviours are more of 
an immediate ƌeaĐtioŶ ǁithiŶ a situatioŶ, foƌ eǆaŵple iteŵ ϵ ͚Try the pot someone offered you at a 
party͛. 
Crime scenarios 1, 5, and 10 are constructed to represent Confront/Reactive behaviours. The 
scenarios 2, 7, and 12 are constructed to represent Confront/Proactive behaviours. The scenarios 3, 
8, and 11 are constructed to represent Avoid/Reactive items. Finally, items 4, 6, and 9 are 




4.11 Attitude to Offending Style Scale 
The results from the Hypothetical Offending Style Scale informed the development of the main 
attitude scale, the Attitude to Offending Style Scale (AOSS). Previous literature was also used in its 
development (e.g. Youngs, 2004; Canter & Youngs, 2009) 
This scale was also designed using facet theory methods. The Attitude to Offending Style Scale 
consists of a total of 20 items; four hypothetical crime scenarios are presented alongside five 
justifications for action. Participants are asked to indicate how likely they would be to carry out each 
iteŵ oŶ a seǀeŶ poiŶt Likeƌt sĐale. A ƌespoŶse of oŶe iŶdiĐated ͚never͛, aŶd seǀeŶ iŶdiĐated 
͚definitely͛.    
4.12 FIRO-B 
“Đhutzs͛ ;ϭϵϱϴͿ FI‘O-B is applied to measure personality. As outlined in the opening chapters, crime 
is an interpersonal transaction, therefore an interpersonal personality theory is the most 
appropriate to apply to the study of offending. The FIRO-B scale consists of 54 items which measure 
various interpersonal tendencies (see appendix 4 for FIRO-B scale). The items are constructed to 
represent behaviours that reflect levels of Inclusion, Control, and Openness (formerly affection), a 
total of 18 items represent each form of behaviour. The items also represent two modes of 
interaction: Expressed and Received, there are an equal number of items within each mode. This 
constructs a scale which measures interpersonal tendencies in six areas: Expressed Inclusion, 
Received Inclusion, Expressed Control, Received Control, Expressed Openness, and Received 
Openness. Each of the six sub-scales are measured by nine different items.  
The FIRO-B was also developed using facet theory. This means that each item on the scale measures 
tǁo aspeĐts of iŶteƌpeƌsoŶal ďehaǀiouƌ at the saŵe tiŵe. Foƌ eǆaŵple, iteŵ ϭ ͚I seek out people to 
be with͛ ŵeasuƌes leǀels of Inclusion, as well as whether the Inclusion is Expressed or Received (i.e. 
how much we include people, and how much other people include us). The FIRO-B is also a self-
report questionnaire. Schutz developed the FIRO-B to measure both wanted and actual behaviours, 
participants complete the 54 item scale once for actual behaviour, and once for the behaviours they 
want to experience. The present thesis only asks participants about actual behaviours. This is 
because participants are completing two other scales at the same time, and the researcher wanted 
to reduce the time constraints of each individual.   
4.13 D45 
The D45 scale consists of 45 contextualised criminal and deviant acts (See appendix 3 for a copy of 
D45). Youngs developed the D42 to contain statements that retained psychologically salient aspects 
within each item. Youngs developed this scale to be applicable to a cohort of young male offenders. 
In order to be applicable to a wider cohort, the present scale was constructed to include 3 more 
items than the previous version. The D45 was developed within the International Research Centre 
for Investigative Psychology.   The D45 measures several aspects of criminal behaviour, these are: 
type of gain which is produced, the target of the offending behaviour, and the mode of behaviour. 
The type of gain which the act elicits has three elements, these are: Material, Power, and Sensory 
gains. The target of offending behaviour facet has two elements: Person or Property. Finally, the 
mode of behaviour also has two elements: Instrumental or Expressive. 
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Responses to each item are on a 5 point Likert scale; each number is labelled with the number of 
tiŵes of iŶǀolǀeŵeŶt iŶ the aĐts. Foƌ eǆaŵple, a ǀalue of ϭ = ͚Ŷeǀeƌ ͚; Ϯ = ͚oŶĐe oƌ tǁiĐe͛; ϯ = ͚A feǁ 
times (not more thaŶ ϭϬͿ͛; ϰ = ͚Quite ofteŶ͛; ϱ = VeƌǇ ofteŶ ;ŵoƌe thaŶ ϱϬ tiŵesͿ. This ŵeaŶs that 
level of involvement can be measured accurately.  
4.14 Reliability and validity  
It is important to ensure that questionnaires are valid and reliable measures of the topic under 
investigation. The present thesis makes use of self-report questionnaires; research studies using self-
report scales have specific weaknesses and benefits. For example, participants may exaggerate or 
under estimate levels in their responses, or simply have difficulty remembering specific details. 
There is also the problem of social desirability.  
However, self-report style questionnaires allow participants to describe their own experiences, this 
is particularly important when investigating propensity to offend. The use of self-report scales allows 
information to be gathered from large samples of people fairly easy and quickly. The collection of 
information on a self-report questionnaire using a Likert scale also ensures that responses are 
measured in the same way for all participants.  
To ensure reliability and validity in the present thesis, there are several aspects which need to be 
considered. The items on all of the questionnaires are clear and are not leading in any way. 
Throughout the various chapters in the present thesis, multi-dimensional scaling techniques assess 
the stƌuĐtuƌe of eaĐh of the sĐales. These ““A͛s also deŵoŶstƌate the ƌeliaďilitǇ of eaĐh of the sĐales.  
A pilot study is conducted in order to assess which aspects of hypothetical crime scenarios are 
attended to and differentiated. The development of this was informed by previous literature. The 
main attitude scale was developed using results from the pilot study as well as considering several 
aspects identified in previous literature. The researcher made clear that the scale measures attitude, 
and not actual or intended behaviour.  
The FIRO-B is an established measure of interpersonal personality. There are many studies which 
have investigated the reliability of this scale. Some of these studies have indicated that the scale 
may not measure the aspects of interpersonal personality it reports to measure. Therefore the 
structure of the scale is one of the things under investigation. Although many studies have shown 
that the FIRO-B scale does measure interpersonal personality.  
The majority of items on the D45 scale have been taken from a scale which has already been proven 
to be reliable and valid (the D42, Youngs, 2001). There is a clear Likert scale to indicate the level of 
involvement, and the additional items are framed and worded in the same way as the established 
items. The additional items do not repeat any of the questions which are ion the scale already. 
A test of reliability for all of the scales in the present thesis is shown below; the Cronbachs alpha 






4.14.1 Pilot attitude scale reliability. 
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 Table 4.2 Reliability of individual HOSS items 
Justification Crime scenario Corrected Item-
Total Correlation 
Cronbach's Alpha 
if Item Deleted 
If you were so upset 
you felt out of your 
mind 
1. Grab the handbag from a wealthy woman 
standing alone on a platform at night. 
.484 .966 
2. Follow a rich looking older couple until 
they left the main street then grab their 
bags. 
.487 .966 
3. Lie about your possessions to the 
insurance company then pretend to lose 
some of these       possessions. 
.671 .965 
4. Add a few extra very valuable items to the 
list when reporting a loss to the insurance 
company. 
.560 .965 
5. Threaten a stranger who was rude to you. .588 .965 
6. Leave a threatening message on the 
answerphone of someone who treated you 
really badly. 
.691 .965 
7. Go ƌouŶd to the house of soŵeoŶe ǁho͛d 
been telling lies about you to tell them to 
stop or else. 
.522 .965 
8. Write a warning email to someone who 
you thought was after your partner 
.520 .965 
9. Try the pot someone offered you at a party .600 .965 
10. Take Ǉouƌ Ŷeighďouƌ͛s faŶĐǇ Ŷeǁ spoƌts Đaƌ 
for a drive without their permission while 
they were on holiday 
.456 .966 
11. Get a friend to bring you some pot to a 
party 
.585 .965 
12. Set fire to a bin to watch the flames then 
call the fire brigade to tell them (without 
giving your name). 
.406 .966 
If nobody got 
permanently hurt or 
harmed 
13. Grab the handbag from a wealthy woman 
standing alone on a platform at night. 
.444 .966 
14. Follow a rich looking older couple until 
they left the main street then grab their 
bags. 
.492 .966 
15. Lie about your possessions to the 
insurance company then pretend to lose 
some of these       possessions. 
.651 .965 
16. Add a few extra very valuable items to the 
list when reporting a loss to the insurance 
company. 
.656 .965 
17. Threaten a stranger who was rude to you. .721 .965 
18. Leave a threatening message on the 
answerphone of someone who treated you 
really badly. 
.765 .964 
19. Go round to the house of soŵeoŶe ǁho͛d 
been telling lies about you to tell them to 
stop or else. 
.630 .965 
20. Write a warning email to someone who 
you thought was after your partner 
.624 .965 
21. Try the pot someone offered you at a party .647 .965 
22. Take Ǉouƌ Ŷeighďouƌ͛s faŶĐǇ Ŷeǁ sports car 
for a drive without their permission while 
they were on holiday 
.525 .965 
23. Get a friend to bring you some pot to a 
party 
.674 .965 
24. Set fire to a bin to watch the flames then 
call the fire brigade to tell them (without 




Table 4.3 Reliability of individual HOSS items continued 
Justification Crime scenario Corrected Item-
Total Correlation 
Cronbach's Alpha 
if Item Deleted 
If you needed to do it to 
protect you or your family in 
some way 
1. Grab the handbag from a wealthy woman 
standing alone on a platform at night. 
.611 .965 
2. Follow a rich looking older couple until they 
left the main street then grab their bags. 
.632 .965 
3. Lie about your possessions to the insurance 
company then pretend to lose some of these       
possessions. 
.704 .965 
4. Add a few extra very valuable items to the list 
when reporting a loss to the insurance 
company. 
.713 .965 
5. Threaten a stranger who was rude to you. .623 .965 
6. Leave a threatening message on the 
answerphone of someone who treated you 
really badly. 
.697 .965 
7. Go ƌouŶd to the house of soŵeoŶe ǁho͛d 
been telling lies about you to tell them to stop 
or else. 
.673 .965 
8. Write a warning email to someone who you 
thought was after your partner 
.667 .965 
9. Try the pot someone offered you at a party .730 .965 
10. Take Ǉouƌ Ŷeighďouƌ͛s faŶĐǇ Ŷeǁ spoƌts Đaƌ foƌ 
a drive without their permission while they 
were on holiday 
.659 .965 
11. Get a friend to bring you some pot to a party .726 .965 
12. Set fire to a bin to watch the flames then call 
the fire brigade to tell them (without giving 
your name). 
.578 .965 
If Ǉou͛d ďeeŶ doŶe ǁƌoŶg 13. Grab the handbag from a wealthy woman 
standing alone on a platform at night. 
.409 .966 
14. Follow a rich looking older couple until they 
left the main street then grab their bags. 
.433 .966 
15. Lie about your possessions to the insurance 
company then pretend to lose some of these       
possessions. 
.628 .965 
16. Add a few extra very valuable items to the list 
when reporting a loss to the insurance 
company. 
.659 .965 
17. Threaten a stranger who was rude to you. .603 .965 
18. Leave a threatening message on the 
answerphone of someone who treated you 
really badly. 
.651 .965 
19. Go ƌouŶd to the house of soŵeoŶe ǁho͛d 
been telling lies about you to tell them to stop 
or else. 
.668 .965 
20. Write a warning email to someone who you 
thought was after your partner 
.623 .965 
21. Try the pot someone offered you at a party .669 .965 
22. Take Ǉouƌ Ŷeighďouƌ͛s faŶĐǇ Ŷeǁ spoƌts Đaƌ foƌ 
a drive without their permission while they 
were on holiday 
.547 .965 
23. Get a friend to bring you some pot to a party .665 .965 
24. Set fire to a bin to watch the flames then call 




The HO““ appeaƌs to haǀe good iŶteƌŶal ĐoŶsisteŶĐǇ, α = .ϵϲϲ. All iteŵs appeared to be worthy of 
retention: there are no items which would increase the alpha if they were removed. All items 
correlated with the total score to a good degree (lower r = .3). This suggests that all items in the 
HOSS measures the same underlying construct of attitude to offending.  
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4.14.2 Main attitude scale reliability 
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Table 4.5 Reliability if individual AOSS items 




Alpha if Item 
Deleted 
How likely do you think you would be to commit a 
crime like this in a life and death situation for acquiring 
money? 
1. ͚Use  foƌĐe to get a security 
guard to open the van and 
take the ŵoŶeǇ͛ 
.729 .960 
2. ͚Use ŶeĐessaƌǇ thƌeat aŶd 
force to get a shop assistant 
to open the till and take the 
ŵoŶeǇ͛ 
.753 .959 
3. ͚FoƌĐe opeŶ a ǁiŶdoǁ aŶd 
take personal property from 
a house with intention of 
selling these goods͛. 
.661 .960 
4. ͚Take a puƌse that appeaƌs 
uŶatteŶded͛. 
.658 .960 
Are there any circumstances for which you could 
imagine yourself doing an action like this? 
5. ͚Use  foƌĐe to get a seĐuƌitǇ 
guard to open the van and 
take the ŵoŶeǇ͛ 
.769 .959 
6. ͚Use ŶeĐessaƌǇ thƌeat aŶd 
force to get a shop assistant 
to open the till and take the 
ŵoŶeǇ͛ 
.760 .959 
7. ͚FoƌĐe opeŶ a ǁiŶdoǁ aŶd 
take personal property from 
a house with intention of 
selliŶg these goods͛. 
.731 .960 
8. ͚Take a puƌse that appeaƌs 
uŶatteŶded͛. 
.746 .960 
Imagine perhaps you were to become intoxicated and 
you have the extra confidence of for e.g. alcohol or 
cocaine and this situation presented itself, you possibly 
ǁouldŶ͛t eǀeŶ ƌeŵeŵďeƌ ǁhat happeŶed. Would Ǉou 
consider par taking in a crime like this? 
9. ͚Use  foƌĐe to get a seĐuƌitǇ 
guard to open the van and 
take the ŵoŶeǇ͛ 
.692 .960 
10. ͚Use ŶeĐessaƌǇ thƌeat aŶd 
force to get a shop assistant 
to open the till and take the 
ŵoŶeǇ͛ 
.795 .959 
11. ͚FoƌĐe opeŶ a ǁiŶdoǁ aŶd 
take personal property from 
a house with intention of 
selliŶg these goods͛. 
.778 .959 
12. ͚Take a puƌse that appeaƌs 
uŶatteŶded͛. 
.757 .959 
Would you consider committing a crime like this if it 
was dark at night and there were no other people 
around? No witnesses or any other people͛s ƌeaĐtioŶs 
to affect you. 
13. ͚Use  foƌĐe to get a seĐuƌitǇ 
guard to open the van and 
take the ŵoŶeǇ͛ 
.734 .960 
14. ͚Use ŶeĐessaƌǇ thƌeat aŶd 
force to get a shop assistant 
to open the till and take the 
ŵoŶeǇ͛ 
.721 .960 
15. ͚FoƌĐe opeŶ a ǁiŶdoǁ aŶd 
take personal property from 
a house with intention of 
selliŶg these goods͛. 
.801 .959 
16. ͚Take a puƌse that appeaƌs 
uŶatteŶded͛. 
.777 .959 
How likely do you think you would be to commit a 
crime like this in a life and death situation for acquiring 
money? 
17. ͚Use  force to get a security 
guard to open the van and 
take the ŵoŶeǇ͛ 
.748 .959 
18. ͚Use ŶeĐessaƌǇ thƌeat aŶd 
force to get a shop assistant 
to open the till and take the 
ŵoŶeǇ͛ 
.707 .960 
19. ͚FoƌĐe opeŶ a ǁiŶdoǁ aŶd 
take personal property from 
a house with intention of 
selliŶg these goods͛. 
.686 .960 




The AO““ appeaƌs to haǀe good iŶteƌŶal ĐoŶsisteŶĐǇ, α = .ϵϲϭ. All iteŵs appeaƌed to ďe ǁoƌthǇ of 
retention; there are no items which would increase the alpha if they were removed. All items 
correlated with the total score to a good degree (lower r = .6). This suggests that all items in the 
AOSS measures the same underlying construct of attitude to offending. 
4.14.3 FIRO-B scale reliability 
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FIRO-B item Corrected Item-Total 
Correlation 
Cronbach's Alpha if Item 
Deleted 
1 I seek out people to be with. .354 .876 
2 People decide what to do when we are together. .207 .878 
3 I am totally honest with my close friends. .324 .876 
4 People invite me to do things. .541 .873 
5 I am the dominant person when I am with people. .360 .876 
6 My close friends tell me their real feelings. .475 .874 
7 I join social groups. .351 .876 
8 People strongly influence my actions. .358 .876 
9 I confide in my close friends. .512 .873 
10 People invite me to join their activities. .565 .873 
11 I get other people to do things I want done. .275 .877 
12 My close friends tell me about private matters. .472 .874 
13 I join social organisations. .390 .875 
14 People control my actions. .299 .876 
15 I am more comfortable when people do not get too 
close. 
-.114 .883 
16 People include me in their activities. .571 .873 
17 I strongly influence other people's actions. .552 .873 
18bMy close friends do not tell me about themselves. -.219 .883 
19 I am included in informal social activities. .298 .877 
20 I am easily led by people. .305 .876 
21 People should keep their private feelings to 
themselves. 
-.233 .885 
22 People invite me to participate in their activities. .475 .874 
23 I take charge when I am with people socially. .342 .876 
24 My close friends let me know their real feelings. .496 .874 
25 I include other people in my plans. .309 .876 
26 People decide things for me. .240 .877 
27There are some things I do not tell anyone. .066 .880 
28 People include me in their social affairs. .495 .874 
29 I get people to do things the way I want them 
done. 
.440 .874 
30 My closest friends keep secrets from me. -.044 .882 
31I have people around me. .413 .875 
32 People strongly influence my ideas. .293 .877 
33 There are some things I would not tell anyone. .021 .881 
34 People ask me to participate in their discussions. .463 .874 
35 I take charge when I am with people. .334 .876 
36 My friends confide in me. .441 .875 
37 When people are doing things together I join them. .479 .874 
38 I am strongly influenced by what people say. .345 .876 
39 I have at least one friend to whom I can tell 
anything. 
.439 .874 
40 People invite me to parties. .610 .873 
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Table 4.8 Reliability of individual FIRO-B items continued. 
 
The FIRO-B appeaƌs to haǀe good iŶteƌŶal ĐoŶsisteŶĐǇ, α =. ϴϳϴ. All iteŵs appeaƌed to ďe ǁoƌthǇ of 
retention: the greatest increase in alpha would come from deleting item 42, but removal of this item 
would only increase alpha by .007. All items correlated with the total score to a good degree (lower r 
= .4). This suggests that all items in the FIRO-B measures the same underlying construct of 
interpersonal personality. 
4.14.4 D45 scale reliability 
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FIRO-B item Corrected Item-Total 
Correlation 
Cronbach's Alpha if Item 
Deleted 
41 I strongly influence other people`s ideas. .463 .874 
42 My close friends keep their feelings a secret from 
me. 
-.294 .885 
43vI look for people to be with. .350 .876 
44 Other people take charge when we work 
together. 
.149 .879 
45 There is a part of myself I keep private. .152 .879 
46 People invite me to join them when we have free 
time. 
.568 .873 
47 I take charge when I work with people. .401 .875 
48 At least two of my friends tell me their true 
feelings. 
.446 .874 
49 I participate in group activities. .470 .874 
50 People often cause me to change my mind. .285 .877 
51I have close relationships with a few people. .378 .875 
52 People invite me to do things with them. .570 .873 
53 I see to it that people do things the way I want 
them to. 
.394 .875 
54 My friends tell me about their private lives. .458 .874 
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Table 4.10 Reliability of individual D45 items 
D45 item Corrected Item-Total 
Correlation 
Cronbach's Alpha if 
Item Deleted 
1Broken into house, shop, school and taken money or something 
else you wanted 
.589 .954 
2Broken into a locked car to get something from it .546 .955 
3Taken hubcaps, wheels, the battery or some other part of a car 
ǁithout the oǁŶeƌ͛s peƌŵissioŶ 
.623 .954 
4Taken things worth between £10 and £100 from a shop without 
paying for them 
.678 .954 
ϱThƌeateŶed to ďeat soŵeoŶe up if theǇ didŶ͛t giǀe Ǉou ŵoŶeǇ oƌ 
something else you wanted 
.660 .954 
6Carried a razor, flick-knife or some other weapon  with the 
intention of using it in a fight 
.612 .954 
7Pulled a knife, gun or some other weapon on someone just to let 
them know you meant business 
.551 .955 
8Beat someone up so badly they probably needed a doctor .665 .954 
ϵTakeŶ a Đaƌ ďeloŶgiŶg to soŵeoŶe Ǉou didŶ͛t kŶoǁ foƌ a ƌide 
ǁithout the oǁŶeƌ͛s peƌŵissioŶ 
.631 .954 
10Tried to get away from a police officer by fighting or struggling .702 .954 
11Used physical force (like twisting an arm or choking) to get 
money from another person 
.531 .955 
12Used a club, knife or other weapon to get something from 
someone 
.570 .955 
13Taken things from a wallet/purse (or the whole wallet/purse) 
ǁhile the oǁŶeƌ ǁasŶ͛t aƌouŶd oƌ lookiŶg 
.589 .954 
ϭϰTakeŶ a ďiĐǇĐle ďeloŶgiŶg to soŵeoŶe Ǉou didŶ͛t kŶoǁ ǁith Ŷo 
intention of returning it 
.587 .954 
15Tried to pass a cheque by sigŶiŶg soŵeoŶe else͛s Ŷaŵe .376 .955 
16Intentionally started a building on fire .410 .955 
17Taken little things (worth less than £5) from a shop without 
paying for them 
.615 .954 
18Broken the windows of an empty house or other unoccupied 
building 
.675 .954 
19Bought something you knew had been stolen .572 .954 
20Refused to tell the police or some other official what you knew 
about a crime 
.701 .954 
ϮϭPiĐked a fight ǁith soŵeoŶe Ǉou didŶ͛t kŶoǁ just foƌ the hell of 
it 
.474 .955 
22Been involved in gang fights .648 .954 
23Been loud, rowdy or unruly in a public place .648 .954 
24Had sex in public .603 .954 
25Attended a demonstration or sporting event to cause a 
disturbance or be violent 
.399 .955 
26Smoked marijuana (grass/pot)? .539 .955 
27Driven a car when you were drunk or high on some drugs .614 .954 
28Taken barbiturates (downers) or speed (or other uppers) 
without a prescription 
.678 .954 
29Taken ecstasy (͚E͛sͿ? .682 .954 
30Used heroin(smack) or cocaine .693 .954 
31Cheated at school in tests .527 .955 
32Not returned extra change that a cashier gave you by mistake .330 .956 
33Used fake money in a machine .477 .955 
34Taken things of large value (worth more than £100) from a shop 
without paying for them 
.670 .954 
35Been drunk regularly when you were under 16 .439 .956 
36Broken into a house, shop, school or other building to break 
things up or cause other damage 
.581 .954 
37Dialled 999 just for a joke .475 .955 
38Let off fireworks in the street .546 .955 
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Table 4.11 Reliability of individual D45 items continued 
 
The Dϰϱ appeaƌs to haǀe good iŶteƌŶal ĐoŶsisteŶĐǇ, α = .ϵϱϱ. All iteŵs appeaƌed to ďe ǁoƌthǇ of 
retention: the greatest increase in alpha would come from deleting item 32, but removal of this item 
would only increase alpha by .001. All items correlated with the total score to a good degree (lower r 
= .3). This suggests that all items in the D45 measures the same underlying construct of reported 
offending. 
4.15 Procedure 
All of the participants were recruited using opportunity sampling. The present study has the 
advantage of using a non-incarcerated sample, and as such any responses given to the items on the 
attitude to offending scales are more likely to reflect psychological preferences rather than relying 
on previous experience based on opportunity.  The responses given towards these styles of 
behaviour and justification will enrich our understanding of the psychological concepts involved in 
attitude to offending. Understanding the various components involved in creating an attitude 
towards offending will give a better understanding of how propensity to crime can be increased or 
decreased. By understanding this propensity, crime prevention and rehabilitation techniques can be 
implemented more effectively. 
It should be pointed out that the paƌtiĐipaŶts iŶ the pƌeseŶt studǇ ĐaŶŶot ďe laďelled ͚ŶoŶ-
offeŶdiŶg͛. OŶe of the sĐales applied iŶ the pƌeseŶt studǇ asks aďout ĐƌiŵiŶal aŶd deǀiaŶt aĐts ǁhiĐh 
the person may have carried out. The results from this reveal that participants have carried out a 
ƌaŶge of offeŶĐes. As suĐh, the pƌeseŶt saŵple is laďelled ͚ŶoŶ-iŶĐaƌĐeƌated͛.   
Participants completed the questionnaires in isolation, and were informed that their responses 
would be completely anonymous. Participants were assured that there were no identifiable personal 
details recorded. No participant required assistance to fill out their questionnaire. No time 
constraints were in place, each participant completed their questionnaires in the presence of the 
researcher. Each questionnaire was pre-numbered, this number was subsequently used to identify 
each participant. Several participants may have completed questionnaires at the same table, but 
care was taken to not allow others to see answers. The setting was therefore unlikely to influence 
people͛s responses. 
A large research team was given full details of the respective studies and as all questions were 
printed, there was not likely to be any variation in the information which was obtained.  
 
D45 item Corrected Item-Total 
Correlation 
Cronbach's Alpha if 
Item Deleted 
39Deliberately travelled without a ticket on a bus, train or the tube .608 .954 
40Taken money from someone at home without returning it .501 .955 
41Deliberately littered the streets .610 .954 
42Annoyed or insulted a stranger .525 .955 
43Not gone to school when you should have been there .491 .955 
44Sniffed glue or other solvents (e.g. tippex thinner ) .645 .954 
45Used or carried a gun to help you commit a crime .654 .954 
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4.16 Facet theory approach 
All of the sĐales pƌeseŶted ǁithiŶ this ƌeseaƌĐh, iŶĐludiŶg “Đhutzs͛ FI‘O, aƌe ĐoŶstƌuĐted aŶd 
analysed using Facet Theory (FT) methodologies. FT procedures are an empirical method that allow 
for valid descriptions of complex sets of issues, such as those explored within the present research. 
Human behaviours and applied problems are rarely uni-dimensional, and often involve complex 
relationships between many factors. FT eloquently allows for the consideration of previous 
theoretical summations, formal definition of the issue(s) being studied, and a formal structure for 
determining empirical support for the model. Facet theory is comprised of a set of ideas about how 
to do research, and why it should be done that way (Runkel and McGrath, 1972). 
4.17 Historical applications of facet theory 
FT procedures have been applied for many years in a variety of different domains. FT procedures are 
able to produce solutions for complex research problems and have the capacity to be applied to 
many subject areas. FT is able to formulate laws of human behaviour in a constructive, cumulative 
way, and is able to handle variables of many types including ordinal and nominal (Shye, 1978). FT 
produces formal definitions of the subject of concern, which leads to more applicable results. 
Guttman summarises facet theory as follows: 
͞FaĐet theoƌǇ is pƌoǀidiŶg aŶ effeĐtiǀe appƌoaĐh foƌ fƌuitful desigŶ of ĐoŶteŶt, leadiŶg to 
appropriate data analysis techniques, and producing laws of human behaviour in a 
cumulative fashion. One by product is the establishment of more solid bases for policy 
deĐisioŶs͟ ;GuttŵaŶ, ϭϵϳϵ, p.ϵϲͿ. 
Guttman (1954) developed FT procedures in response to demands for accurate data from U.S. 
military during World War 2. However, Canter (1983) points out that FT procedures hold potential 
for applied psychology due to its ability to handle many aspects of human behaviour. Guttman, a 
major advocate of FT, has applied FT procedures to the conceptualisation of intelligence (Guttman 
1965), attitude towards work, and technological change (Elizur and Guttman, 1976). Amongst other 
uses, Guttman (1979) also influenced the application of the theory to the design of research 
projects, the construction of scales to gather data, and the methods to analyse such data. 
The application of FT ďegaŶ to gatheƌ ŵoŵeŶtuŵ iŶ the ŵid ϳϬ͛s. CaŶteƌ has applied FT to ƌeseaƌĐh 
areas such as the construction of energy conservation by British Universities (Miles and Canter, 
1976), the evaluation of prison buildings (Ambrose and Canter, 1979), and housing satisfaction 
(Canter et al, 1980). Other researchers have applied FT procedures to areas such as job satisfaction 
(Shye and Elizur, 1976; Payne et al 1976), stress and employee burnout (Shirom, 1982), and even 
subjects as complex as quantum theory (Robert et al, 1999). In more recent years the subjects that 
FT has been applied to includes: advertising (Hetsroni, 2000; Hornik et al, 2009), attitudes (Brown 
and Barnet, 2000), and medicine (Hernandez et al, 2003). Even more recently, FT have been applied 
to areas such as criminal narratives and emotions (Canter & Ioannou, 2004). 
4.18 Procedures to formulate hypotheses and general overview of Facet Theory 
FT is ĐoŶĐeƌŶed ǁith the aiŵ of ƌeǀealiŶg ͚laǁs͛ ;“hǇe, ϭϵϳϴͿ. HoƌŶik et al ;ϮϬϬϵͿ outliŶe the ǁaǇ iŶ 
which FT provides guidelines for defining any research project in a formal way. FT procedures allow 
for the consideration of three major areas within scientific activity: Firstly, it provides a definitional 
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framework for the universe of observations. Secondly, it provides an empirical structure for the 
collection of observations. Finally, it gives a hypothesis, or rationale, for the correspondence 
between the definition and the empirical structure (Canter, 1983; Hornik et al, 2007). Using Facet 
Theory procedures to analyse the results can also lend validity and reliability to a scale. The use of 
multidimensional scaling techniques allows a researcher to identify dominant themes and styles in 
paƌtiĐipaŶts͛ ƌespoŶses. WheŶ the theŵes oƌ stǇles ideŶtified aƌe ĐoŶĐordant with hypotheses which 
are based on previous literature, it shows that the scale is measuring the concepts it proposes to 
measure.  
There is a five stage process by which FT defines what is being studied, the expected relationships 
and the empirical support that it provides. The first stage is to define what it is that is being studied; 
GuttŵaŶ desĐƌiďes this as ͚uŶiǀeƌse of ĐoŶteŶt͛ ;Đf Boƌg, ϭϵϳϴ, p. ϲϲͿ. OŶĐe a doŵaiŶ is ideŶtified, 
facets are defined; this may be informed by previous literature. Then various elements within these 
faĐets aƌe ideŶtified. The ǀaƌiaďles aƌe theŶ eǆaŵiŶed ǁithiŶ a ͚CaƌtesiaŶ͛ spaĐe, foƌ ƌegioŶal 
contiguity, to either support or reject the structural hypotheses. Each of the stages will be 
elaborated on in the following sections. 
4.19 Facets 
A foƌŵal defiŶitioŶ of a faĐet is: ͞AŶǇ set plaǇiŶg a ƌole of a ĐoŵpoŶeŶt set of a ͚CaƌtesiaŶ͛ spaĐe, 
this set ďeiŶg a faĐet of that spaĐe͟ ;CaŶteƌ, ϭϵϳϳͿ. A ͚CaƌtesiaŶ͛ spaĐe ƌefeƌs to a giǀeŶ aƌea iŶ ǁhiĐh 
the relationships between variables are shown as distances, rather than angles or any other specific 
diŵeŶsioŶ. The ƌefeƌeŶĐe to ͚CaƌtesiaŶ͛ spaĐe also iŶdiĐates that Ŷo assuŵptioŶs aƌe ďeiŶg ŵade 
about the dimensionality of the facets. Observations are classified on all of the facets (Canter, 1985); 
this issue will be elaborated on more within the SSA plot description. 
Simply stated, a facet is a way of categorising observations, or data. FT has the capability of 
measuring several facets at the same time. However, where several facets are incorporated, each 
faĐet ŵust haǀe the saŵe diƌeĐtioŶ to it. UsiŶg “Đhutzs͛ FI‘O sĐale as aŶ eǆaŵple, theƌe aƌe tǁo 
faĐets; a ͚ŵode͛ faĐet aŶd a ͚foƌŵ͛ faĐet. HaǀiŶg a higheƌ sĐoƌe ǁithiŶ the ͚ŵode͛ faĐet iŶdiĐates 
displaying more of that interpersoŶal ďehaǀiouƌ; higheƌ sĐoƌes ǁithiŶ the ͚foƌŵ͛ faĐet ŵust also 
indicate displaying more of that behaviour. Every item within the questionnaire must measure all of 
these faĐets. EaĐh of these faĐets is theŶ ďƌokeŶ doǁŶ iŶto as ŵaŶǇ ͚eleŵeŶts͛ as ŶeĐessaƌǇ to 
exhaust the domain of study.  Borg (1990) suggests that good facets should be clear enough to allow 
any expert in that field to be able to classify variables accordingly. A facet can identify a context, 
modality, or any other descriptive set of contexts, and should exhaust the domain of study. 
Each facet is comprised of different elements; these elements must be mutually exclusive. As stated, 
a facet is a way of categorizing observations which are mutually exclusive; for example, gender could 
form a facet. WithiŶ the geŶdeƌ faĐet, the eleŵeŶts ǁould ďe ͚ŵale͛ aŶd ͚feŵale͛.  IŶ YouŶgs͛ DϰϮ 
scale the items within the questionnaire represent various gains of crime, therefore the facet being 
eǆploƌed is ͚tǇpe of gaiŶ͛. The gaiŶs Mateƌial, “eŶsoƌǇ, aŶd Poǁeƌ/“tatus, form the elements within 
that faĐet. “iŵilaƌlǇ, “Đhutzs͛ FI‘O iŶteƌpeƌsoŶal peƌsoŶalitǇ sĐale is Đoŵpƌised of tǁo faĐets; the 
mode and form of behaviour. The form facet has the elements Inclusion, Control, and Openness. In a 
similar manner, the mode facet is made up of the elements Expressed and Received. When the 





Elements are the sub categories within a facet, and collectively should exhaust the domain of study 
ǁhilst ƌeŵaiŶiŶg ŵutuallǇ eǆĐlusiǀe. Foƌ eǆaŵple, aďoǀe it ǁas Ŷoted that ͚geŶdeƌ͛ Đould foƌŵ a 
faĐet; the eleŵeŶts ǁithiŶ that faĐet ǁould ďe ͚ŵale͛ aŶd ͚feŵale͛.  These tǁo eleŵeŶts aƌe 
mutually exclusive; one cannot be male and female at the same time. They also exhaust the domain 
of gender.  Within the present thesis, the distinction between the elements is qualitative. Using 
aŶotheƌ eǆaŵple pƌeseŶted eaƌlieƌ; ǁithiŶ “Đhutzs͛ theoƌǇ of iŶteƌpeƌsoŶal ďehaǀiouƌ oŶe of the 
facets is ͚ŵode͛ of ďehaǀiouƌ. The eleŵeŶts ǁithiŶ this faĐet aƌe ͚Eǆpƌessed͛ ;the ǁaǇ ǁe tƌeat otheƌ 
peopleͿ aŶd ͚‘eĐeiǀed͛ ;the ǁaǇ otheƌs tƌeat usͿ. These aƌe ŵutuallǇ eǆĐlusiǀe as ďehaǀiouƌs ĐaŶŶot 
be both Expressed and Received at the same time. These elements are also exhaustive; there are no 
other modes of behaviour that could be measured. 
4.21 Mapping sentences 
Mapping sentences are a key aspect within FT. As stated above, there are several types of facets that 
combine to create a formal mapping sentence. The first facet, normally symbolised as P (referring to 
population), defines the participants. The second facet, normally symbolised as S (referring to 
stiŵuliͿ, defiŶe the ĐoŶteŶt of the ǀaƌiaďles. These tǁo faĐets defiŶe the ͚doŵaiŶ͛ of a ŵappiŶg 
senteŶĐe. The fiŶal faĐet is the ͚ƌaŶge͛, ĐoŵŵoŶlǇ ƌefeƌƌed to as ‘; this faĐet defiŶes the ͚ƌaŶge͛ of 
possiďle outĐoŵes pƌeseŶted ǁithiŶ the ƋuestioŶŶaiƌe; foƌ eǆaŵple ϭ=Ŷeǀeƌ…….ϲ=alǁaǇs, this is 
known as the co-domain. These facets make up the formal aspects of the mapping sentence. The 
informal part of a mapping sentence is formed by the semantic connectives between each facet. 
These connectives are a term in ordinary language that connects them and describes what is being 
studied. 
When FT procedures are used to construct a questionnaire, the mapping sentence is a key tool for 
the formulation of items. Each item on the questionnaire consists of one element from each facet, 
regardless of how many facets and elements exist. For example, if a mapping sentence has three 
facets (A, B, and C) with two elements in each one (1 and 2); then each item on the scale would 
ĐoŶstƌuĐted to ƌepƌeseŶt Aϭ, AϮ, Bϭ, BϮ, Cϭ, aŶd CϮ; this is kŶoǁŶ as a ͚stƌuĐtuple͛. IŶ the sĐales 
presented within this study, there are several items, worded in different ways, to represent each 
structuple. 
A mapping sentence is a formal structure for summarising the domain being studied; a researcher is 
easily able to communicate a study with the use of a mapping sentence. In a similar way, a 
researcher can elaborate on others research and domain of study with a mapping sentence.  Shye 
;ϭϵϳϴͿ desĐƌiďes a ŵappiŶg seŶteŶĐe as: ͞a ǀeƌďal stateŵeŶt of the doŵaiŶ aŶd of the ƌaŶge of a 
ŵappiŶg iŶĐludiŶg ĐoŶŶeĐtiǀes ďetǁeeŶ faĐets as iŶ oƌdiŶaƌǇ laŶguage͟ ;p.ϰ13). Hornik et al (2009) 
proposes that a mapping sentence forces a researcher to think about and define the subject being 
researched, before embarking on such research. They further suggest that the use of a mapping 
sentence forms a neat bridge between the objectives and questionnaire design. A mapping sentence 





Figure 4.1 Mapping sentence for the Hypothetical Offending Style Scale. 
 









Figure 4.3 Mapping sentence for the FIRO-B scale 
 
Figure 4.4 Mapping sentence for D45 scale 
 
4.22 HUDAP computation. 
HUDAP is a statistical computer program which generates a weighted Smallest Space Analysis (SSA) 
plot from all of the input variables (Amar and Shmuel 2002). This program applies statistical 
techniques in order to understand the structure of variables within a correlation matrix, and displays 
these in a geometric form. The data is input and a matrix of correlations is produced; this infers that 
in any resulting plot, the axes are arbitrary as it is the correlations between each item that produces 
the placement of variables within an SSA plot. The computer program then rank orders the 
correlations between all of the items. A spatial configuration of these items identifies each point as a 
variable; the distances between these items are taken and are also rank ordered. An iterative 
procedure is applied by HUDAP which compares the ranks of the correlations with the ranks of the 
distaŶĐes, alteƌiŶg the iteŵs uŶtil a ͚ďest fit͛ is aĐhieǀed ďetǁeeŶ the tǁo sets of ƌaŶks. This ďest fit 
would be indicated by the coefficient of alienation; the lower this is, the better the fit. An acceptable 
coefficient of alienation for applied social psychology, such as that in the present thesis, would be 
.20 or below. 
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The researcher limits the dimension prior to analysis; in the present analyses, the minimum 
dimensionality is two and the maximum dimensionality is three. As noted above the boundaries of 
the plot are arbitrary; it is the distances between the items that is the key to understanding an SSA 
plot. Put aŶotheƌ ǁaǇ, the iteŵs aƌe displaǇed iŶ a ͚CaƌtesiaŶ͛ spaĐe ǁheƌe the iteŵs aƌe plotted iŶ 
relation to distances, not angles or any other measures. In order to demonstrate the dimensionality, 
if the items were displayed in figure 4.5 below, the square to the left would represent the 2 
dimensional solution, and the cube to the right would represent the 3 dimensional solution. 
According to Guttman and Greenbaum (1998) a 3 dimensional solution is an appropriate way to 
summarise complex data. 
Figure 4.5 Visual representation of dimensions produced by HUDAP computation. 
  
 
The resulting SSA displays all of the variables within plot, the distances between the items 
represents the inverse of the correlations between them. In other words, items which are close 
together have a high correlation, whereas items which are far apart have a low correlation. 
4.23 SSA plot 
The SSA plot allows a researcher to examine the structure of the variables, which in turn allows the 
researcher to look for evidence of the elements of a facet.  Items closer together are said to form 
regions; if the hypothesis is supported, then elements would be found within the same region. 
Lingoes ;ϭϵϳϵͿ saǇs that the teƌŵ ͚GuttŵaŶ͛s pƌiŶĐiple of ĐoŶtiguitǇ͛ is used to desĐƌiďe the 
configuration of point on the SSA; items relating to similar concepts will be closer together. 
IŶ applǇiŶg GuttŵaŶ͛s pƌiŶĐiple of ĐoŶtiguitǇ, the hǇpotheses ƌegaƌdiŶg the formation of elements of 
the facets can be empirically established. If all of the variables from one element are located in the 
same region or area of the SSA plot, this would be support for that element. In FT language, these 
are first-order hypotheses. The researcher examines the configuration of the items on the plot, then 
the researcher defines each region with boundary lines; these lines serve only as a boundary and are 
not definitive. The purpose of these boundary lines is to highlight regions of similar items. 
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4.24 Why Facet Theory instead of other statistical methods. 
FT procedures have benefits over other procedures such as Factor Analysis. Factor Analysis (FA) 
ŵethods opeƌate ďǇ defiŶiŶg aŶd ƋuaŶtifǇiŶg the ƌelatioŶship to soŵe theoƌetiĐal ͚faĐtoƌ͛ assigŶiŶg 
factor loadings to each item. Therefore, any theoretical assumptions can only be derived post hoc. 
HoƌŶik ;ϮϬϬϵͿ also ĐƌitiĐises FA, aŶd states ͞IŶ FA, theƌe is a laƌge iŶǀestŵeŶt iŶ the statistiĐal 
analysis of the data and less in the exploration of the concepts involved, their definition, and the 
rationale for the particular structure of a content area. The structure of the content area is 
deteƌŵiŶed ďǇ loadiŶg, ƌatheƌ thaŶ a pƌioƌ ĐoŶĐeptual aŶalǇsis.͟ FT appƌoaĐhes ƌeseaƌĐh ǁith a Đleaƌ 
rational and definition of what is being studied; this can be summarised by the mapping sentence. 
The assumptions within FA are also restricting; it assumes that the variables are linearly ordered and 
at least interval (Tziner, 1987). However, this assumption cannot always be applied to the behaviour 
of humans. FT has the advantage of not imposing any assumptions and can process several types of 
data. Also, FT can provide a framework for clearly defining the research problem, and allows a fuller 
understanding of the structural relationships between variables.   
4.25 Criticisms of Facet Theory approach to research. 
Some researchers have reported a number of draw backs to applying FT to a research area. Canter 
(1983) highlights that some methodologists report that ǁheŶ usiŶg ͚GuttŵaŶ sĐales͛, theƌe is Ŷo 
obvious way of finding items for a cumulative scale. Canter goes further to suggest that the FT 
liteƌatuƌe is ǀague oŶ hoǁ to ͚fiŶd͛ faĐets, aŶd the liteƌatuƌe is ofteŶ too Đoŵpleǆ foƌ soĐial sĐieŶtists 
to fully appreciate its use. However, by applying the principle of regional contiguity a researcher can 
examine items in any one region and identify common themes; this procedure may highlight groups 
of variables with similarities, and as such, would form an element. 
Other researchers, such as Hornik (2007), have suggested that the interpretation of the results can 
be very subjective and open to other interpretations, so long as they can be shown to be fruitful. 
One of the strengths of FT, its extensive application in many domains, has led to FT methods to not 












Chapter ϱ. AssessiŶg the struĐture of attitude toǁards offeŶdiŶg. 
The puƌpose of the pƌeseŶt Đhapteƌ is to eǀaluate the stƌuĐtuƌe of attitude to offeŶdiŶg. The opeŶiŶg 
Đhapteƌs outliŶed that attitude toǁaƌds offeŶdiŶg is likelǇ to ďe Đoŵpleǆ. The studies outliŶed iŶ the 
opeŶiŶg Đhapteƌs haǀe ďeeŶ liŵited iŶ the faĐtoƌs theǇ eǆploƌe.  
“tudies ǁithiŶ IŶǀestigatiǀe PsǇĐhologǇ haǀe deŵoŶstƌated that offeŶdiŶg ďehaǀiouƌ should ďe 
eǆaŵiŶed as stǇles of iŶteƌaĐtioŶ ǁith ĐeƌtaiŶ taƌgets aŶd leǀels of gaiŶ. Theƌefoƌe, it is ƌeasoŶaďle to 
assuŵe that attitude toǁaƌds offeŶdiŶg ĐaŶ ďe diffeƌeŶtiated iŶ the saŵe ǁaǇ.  
ϱ.ϭ Pilot studǇ iŶto attitude to offeŶdiŶg.  
A Ŷoǀel sĐale is deǀeloped to ŵeasuƌe suĐh attitudes; the sĐale pƌeseŶts ŵulti-faĐtoƌial hǇpothetiĐal 
Đƌiŵe sĐeŶaƌios. PaƌtiĐipaŶts aƌe asked to iŶdiĐate hoǁ likelǇ theǇ ǁould ďe to eŶgage iŶ the aĐt, thus 
ŵeasuƌiŶg theiƌ attitude toǁaƌds its ĐoŶteŶts. This sĐale is to ďe utilized iŶ a pilot studǇ aŶd is Đalled 
the ͚HǇpothetiĐal OffeŶdiŶg “tǇle “Đale͛ ;HO““Ϳ.  
BǇ ĐoŶstƌuĐtiŶg a sĐale ǁhiĐh pƌeseŶts hǇpothetiĐal Đƌiŵe sĐeŶaƌios, it ǁill ďe possiďle to iŶĐoƌpoƌate 
a ƌaŶge of faĐtoƌs. As this is a Ŷoǀel ǁaǇ to eǀaluate attitude to offeŶdiŶg, a pilot studǇ is Ŷeeded to 
assess ǁhiĐh psǇĐhologiĐal aŶd ďehaǀiouƌal faĐtoƌs aƌe atteŶded to aŶd diffeƌeŶtiated ǁheŶ 
eǀaluatiŶg the appƌopƌiateŶess of aŶ aĐt.  
The HO““ is ĐoŶstƌuĐted usiŶg FaĐet TheoƌǇ so that it ĐaŶ ŵeasuƌe seǀeƌal ĐoŵpoŶeŶts of ďehaǀiouƌ 
iŶ eaĐh iteŵ. The HO““ pƌeseŶts a ƌaŶge of hǇpothetiĐal Đƌiŵe sĐeŶaƌios ǁhiĐh aƌe pƌeseŶted 
aloŶgside ǀaƌious justifiĐatioŶs.  
Theƌe is eǀideŶĐe to suggest that iŶdiǀiduals ǁill shoǁ a pƌefeƌeŶĐe foƌ the gaiŶ a Đƌiŵe pƌoduĐes, 
the thiŶkiŶg stǇles, aŶd the justifiĐatioŶ. PƌeǀiouslǇ, these ĐoŵpoŶeŶts haǀe ďeeŶ eǆaŵiŶed iŶ 
isolatioŶ to eaĐh otheƌ. It is hǇpothesised that these faĐtoƌs should ďe eǆaŵiŶed iŶ ĐoŵďiŶatioŶ to 
deteƌŵiŶe theiƌ iŶflueŶĐe oŶ eaĐh otheƌ. As the ƌeŵit of the pƌeseŶt thesis is to eǆaŵiŶe attitude, 
the ǀaƌious ĐoŶĐepts ǁill ďe eǆaŵiŶed ďǇ eǆploƌiŶg ƌespoŶses to hǇpothetiĐal sĐeŶaƌios. 
 It is hǇpothesised that iŶdiǀiduals ǁill shoǁ distiŶĐt pƌefeƌeŶĐes foƌ the leǀel aŶd tǇpe of gaiŶ a 
Đƌiŵe pƌoduĐes, aŶd the pƌoaĐtiǀe oƌ ƌeaĐtiǀe Ŷatuƌe iŶ the ďehaǀiouƌs. Moƌe speĐifiĐallǇ, it is 
pƌoposed that iŶdiǀiduals ǁill diffeƌeŶtiate Đƌiŵe sĐeŶaƌios ǁhiĐh pƌoduĐe a Mateƌial, Poǁeƌ, oƌ 
“eŶsoƌǇ gaiŶ. It is also pƌoposed that iŶdiǀiduals ǁill diffeƌeŶtiate the Đƌiŵe sĐeŶaƌios ǁhiĐh ĐoŶtaiŶ 
ĐoŶfƌoŶtiŶg oƌ aǀoidaŶt ďehaǀiouƌs, aŶd aƌe pƌoaĐtiǀe oƌ ƌeaĐtiǀe.  It is also hǇpothesised that 
iŶdiǀiduals ǁill shoǁ pƌefeƌeŶĐes foƌ the stǇle of justifiĐatioŶ ǁhiĐh is applied to the sĐeŶaƌio͛s. It is 
possiďle that soŵe ƌeasoŶs foƌ aĐtioŶs ǁill ďe ŵoƌe ĐoŵpelliŶg thaŶ otheƌs; theƌefoƌe it is pƌoposed 
that iŶdiǀiduals ǁill diffeƌeŶtiate justifiĐatioŶs aĐĐoƌdiŶg to the NeutƌalizatioŶ teĐhŶiƋues outliŶed ďǇ 
“Ǉkes & Matza ;ϭϵϱϳͿ.  
ϱ.Ϯ HǇpothetiĐal OffeŶdiŶg StǇle SĐale 
The HǇpothetiĐal OffeŶdiŶg “tǇle “Đale ;HO““Ϳ is Đoŵpƌised of fouƌ justifiĐatioŶs; these justifiĐatioŶs 
aƌe pƌeseŶted aloŶgside tǁelǀe hǇpothetiĐal Đƌiŵe sĐeŶaƌios. The eleŵeŶts ǁithiŶ the justifiĐatioŶ 
faĐet aƌe ĐoŶstƌuĐted to ƌefleĐt the ŶeutƌalisatioŶ teĐhŶiƋues pƌoposed ďǇ “Ǉkes aŶd Matza ;ϭϵϱϳͿ. 
A, If Ǉou ǁeƌe so upset Ǉou felt out of Ǉouƌ ŵiŶd   
B. If ŶoďodǇ got peƌŵaŶeŶtlǇ huƌt oƌ haƌŵed 
C. If Ǉou Ŷeeded to do it to pƌoteĐt Ǉou oƌ Ǉouƌ faŵilǇ iŶ soŵe ǁaǇ 
D. If Ǉou͛d ďeeŶ doŶe ǁƌoŶg 
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JustifiĐatioŶ A is ĐoŶstƌuĐted to ƌepƌeseŶt the ŶeutƌalisatioŶ teĐhŶiƋue ͚DeŶial of ƌespoŶsiďilitǇ͛. BǇ 
statiŶg ͚Ǉou felt out of Ǉouƌ ŵiŶd͛, the justifiĐatioŶ iŶdiĐates that theƌe is a faĐtoƌ ǁhiĐh is outside of 
the peƌsoŶ͛s ĐoŶtƌol. This NeutƌalisatioŶ teĐhŶiƋue iŶfeƌs that the iŶdiǀidual is helplesslǇ pƌopelled iŶ 
the situatioŶ, aŶd that theƌe ŵaǇ ďe faĐtoƌs ďeǇoŶd that peƌsoŶ͛s ĐoŶtƌol. JustifiĐatioŶ B is 
ĐoŶstƌuĐted to ƌepƌeseŶt ͚DeŶial of iŶjuƌǇ .͛ This teĐhŶiƋue iŶfeƌs that the aĐtioŶ does Ŷot Đause aŶǇ 
phǇsiĐal haƌŵ aŶd is stated eǆpliĐitlǇ ǁithiŶ the stateŵeŶt ͚If ŶoďodǇ got huƌt oƌ haƌŵed͛. 
JustifiĐatioŶ C is ĐoŶstƌuĐted to ƌepƌeseŶt ͚Appeal to higheƌ loǇalties͛. BǇ statiŶg ͚Ǉou Ŷeeded to do it 
to pƌoteĐt Ǉouƌ faŵilǇ iŶ soŵe ǁaǇ͛, this justifiĐatioŶ iŵplies that otheƌ Ŷoƌŵs aŶd ďeliefs aƌe ŵoƌe 
iŵpoƌtaŶt. Foƌ eǆaŵple, takiŶg Đaƌe of faŵilǇ ŵeŵďeƌs is seeŶ as ŵoƌe iŵpoƌtaŶt thaŶ Ŷot ďƌeakiŶg 
the laǁ. FiŶallǇ, justifiĐatioŶ D is ĐoŶstƌuĐted to ƌepƌeseŶt ͚DeŶial of the ǀiĐtiŵ͛. This teĐhŶiƋue 
suggests that aŶǇ iŶjuƌǇ Đaused is Ŷot ǁƌoŶg iŶ light of the ĐiƌĐuŵstaŶĐes. IŶ statiŶg ͚Ǉou͛d ďeeŶ doŶe 
ǁƌoŶg͛, the justifiĐatioŶ suggests that the ǀiĐtiŵ deseƌǀed it iŶ soŵe ǁaǇ. 
As stated iŶ the iŶtƌoduĐtoƌǇ seĐtioŶ, “Ǉkes & Matza ;ϭϵϱϳͿ pƌoposed fiǀe teĐhŶiƋues of 
ŶeutƌalisatioŶ, hoǁeǀeƌ, the pƌeseŶt studǇ oŶlǇ utilizes fouƌ of theŵ. The fifth ŶeutƌalisatioŶ 
teĐhŶiƋue ͚CoŶdeŵŶatioŶ of the ĐoŶdeŵŶeƌs͛ shifts the foĐus of atteŶtioŶ aǁaǇ fƌoŵ theiƌ oǁŶ 
ďehaǀiouƌs to those ǁho disappƌoǀe. IŶ a laƌge sĐale studǇ this ǁould ďe diffiĐult to iŶĐoƌpoƌate iŶ a 
geŶeƌal justifiĐatioŶ, as it ǁould depeŶd oŶ ǁho is disappƌoǀiŶg. Theƌefoƌe, this teĐhŶiƋue is Ŷot 
iŶĐluded iŶ the pƌeseŶt sĐale. 
The folloǁiŶg tǁelǀe Đƌiŵe sĐeŶaƌios aƌe pƌeseŶted to paƌtiĐipaŶts aloŶgside eaĐh of the 
justifiĐatioŶs. The tǁelǀe sĐeŶaƌios ĐoŶtaiŶ thƌee diffeƌeŶt tǇpes of gaiŶ aŶd diffeƌeŶt ďehaǀiouƌs 
ǁhiĐh ŵaǇ ďe used to seĐuƌe those gaiŶs. The sĐeŶaƌios aƌe ĐoŶstƌuĐted to ƌepƌeseŶt the diffeƌeŶt 
gaiŶs pƌoposed ďǇ YouŶgs ;ϮϬϬϭͿ as eleŵeŶts; these aƌe Mateƌial, Poǁeƌ, aŶd “eŶsoƌǇ. YouŶgs 
deǀeloped these gaiŶs to ƌefleĐt the fuŶdaŵeŶtal iŶĐeŶtiǀes pƌoposed ďǇ BaŶduƌa ;ϭϵϴϲͿ. These 
iteŵs aƌe also ĐoŶstƌuĐted to ƌepƌeseŶt a ŵiǆtuƌe of aǀoidaŶt oƌ ĐoŶfƌoŶtiŶg ďehaǀiouƌs, as ǁell as 
ƌeaĐtiǀe oƌ pƌoaĐtiǀe aĐtioŶs.   
1. Gƌaď the haŶdďag fƌoŵ a ǁealthǇ ǁoŵaŶ staŶdiŶg aloŶe oŶ a platfoƌŵ at Ŷight. 
2. Folloǁ a ƌiĐh lookiŶg oldeƌ Đouple uŶtil theǇ left the ŵaiŶ stƌeet theŶ gƌaď theiƌ ďags.  
3. Lie aďout Ǉouƌ possessioŶs to the iŶsuƌaŶĐe ĐoŵpaŶǇ theŶ pƌeteŶd to lose soŵe of 
these       possessioŶs.  
4. Add a feǁ eǆtƌa ǀeƌǇ ǀaluaďle iteŵs to the list ǁheŶ ƌepoƌtiŶg a loss to the iŶsuƌaŶĐe 
ĐoŵpaŶǇ. 
5. ThƌeateŶ a stƌaŶgeƌ ǁho ǁas ƌude to Ǉou. 
6. Leaǀe a thƌeateŶiŶg ŵessage oŶ the aŶsǁeƌphoŶe of soŵeoŶe ǁho tƌeated Ǉou 
ƌeallǇ ďadlǇ. 
7. Go ƌouŶd to the house of soŵeoŶe ǁho͛d ďeeŶ telliŶg lies aďout Ǉou to tell theŵ to 
stop oƌ else. 
8. Wƌite a ǁaƌŶiŶg eŵail to soŵeoŶe ǁho Ǉou thought ǁas afteƌ Ǉouƌ paƌtŶeƌ 
9. TƌǇ the pot soŵeoŶe offeƌed Ǉou at a paƌtǇ 
10. Take Ǉouƌ Ŷeighďouƌ͛s faŶĐǇ Ŷeǁ spoƌts Đaƌ foƌ a dƌiǀe ǁithout theiƌ peƌŵissioŶ ǁhile 
theǇ ǁeƌe oŶ holidaǇ 
11. Get a fƌieŶd to ďƌiŶg Ǉou soŵe pot to a paƌtǇ 
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12. Set fiƌe to a ďiŶ to ǁatĐh the flaŵes theŶ Đall the fiƌe ďƌigade to tell theŵ ;ǁithout 
giǀiŶg Ǉouƌ ŶaŵeͿ. 
Cƌiŵe sĐeŶaƌios ϭ, Ϯ, ϯ, aŶd ϰ aƌe ĐoŶstƌuĐted to haǀe a Mateƌial gaiŶ; iŶ eaĐh of these sĐeŶaƌios, 
ŵoŶeǇ is the ŵateƌial gaiŶ. The ǁoƌdiŶg of the iteŵs iŶfeƌs that tǁo of the Mateƌial gaiŶ iteŵs aƌe 
oďtaiŶed ďǇ diƌeĐt phǇsiĐal ŵethods ;suĐh as gƌaďďiŶg ďags fƌoŵ peopleͿ, oƌ iŶdiƌeĐt ǀeƌďal ŵethods 
;suĐh as lǇiŶgͿ. “ĐeŶaƌios ϱ, ϲ, ϳ, aŶd ϴ, aƌe ĐoŶstƌuĐted to haǀe a Poǁeƌ gaiŶ. The ǁoƌdiŶg of these 
iteŵs iŶfeƌs that the gaiŶ is ŵade ďǇ diƌeĐt aĐtioŶs ;suĐh as haǀiŶg a ǀeƌďal ĐoŶfliĐtͿ, oƌ iŶdiƌeĐt 
ŵethods ;suĐh as leaǀiŶg a ŵessageͿ. “ĐeŶaƌios ϵ, ϭϬ, ϭϭ, aŶd ϭϮ aƌe ĐoŶstƌuĐted to ƌepƌeseŶt a 
SeŶsoƌǇ gaiŶ. The ǁoƌdiŶg of these iteŵs suggests that the leǀel of seŶsoƌǇ gaiŶ ǁould ďe high ;suĐh 
as stealiŶg a Đaƌ oƌ settiŶg fiƌe to ďiŶͿ, oƌ loǁ ;suĐh as takiŶg ŵaƌijuaŶaͿ. 
Theƌe aƌe ǀaƌious stǇles of aĐtioŶ ƌepƌeseŶted iŶ the sĐeŶaƌios, these aƌe CoŶfƌoŶt oƌ Aǀoid 
ďehaǀiouƌs, ǁhiĐh aƌe PƌoaĐtiǀe oƌ ‘eaĐtiǀe. The ĐoŶfƌoŶt ďehaǀiouƌs desĐƌiďe diƌeĐt phǇsiĐal ĐoŶtaĐt 
ďetǁeeŶ iŶdiǀiduals, foƌ eǆaŵple iteŵ ϭ ͚Gƌaď the haŶdďag fƌoŵ a ǁealthǇ ǁoŵaŶ staŶdiŶg aloŶe 
oŶ a platfoƌŵ at Ŷight͛. The aǀoidaŶt ďehaǀiouƌs ƌepƌeseŶt ŵoƌe of aŶ iŶdiƌeĐt ǀeƌďal foƌŵ of 
iŶteƌaĐtioŶ ďetǁeeŶ iŶdiǀiduals. AŶ eǆaŵple of aǀoidaŶt ďehaǀiouƌ is iteŵ ϯ ͚Lie aďout Ǉouƌ 
possessioŶs to the iŶsuƌaŶĐe ĐoŵpaŶǇ theŶ pƌeteŶd to lose soŵe of these possessioŶs͛. The pƌoaĐtiǀe 
iteŵs desĐƌiďe ďehaǀiouƌs ǁhiĐh aƌe sought out aŶd haǀe a degƌee of pƌe-plaŶŶiŶg, foƌ eǆaŵple iteŵ 
ϭϭ ͚Get a fƌieŶd to ďƌiŶg Ǉou soŵe pot to a paƌtǇ͛. Wheƌeas the ƌeaĐtiǀe ďehaǀiouƌs aƌe ŵoƌe of aŶ 
iŵŵediate ƌeaĐtioŶ ǁithiŶ a situatioŶ, foƌ eǆaŵple iteŵ ϵ ͚TƌǇ the pot soŵeoŶe offeƌed Ǉou at a 
paƌtǇ .͛ 
Cƌiŵe sĐeŶaƌios ϭ, ϱ, aŶd ϭϬ aƌe ĐoŶstƌuĐted to ƌepƌeseŶt CoŶfƌoŶt/‘eaĐtiǀe ďehaǀiouƌs. The 
sĐeŶaƌios Ϯ, ϳ, aŶd ϭϮ aƌe ĐoŶstƌuĐted to ƌepƌeseŶt CoŶfƌoŶt/PƌoaĐtiǀe ďehaǀiouƌs. The sĐeŶaƌios ϯ, 
ϴ, aŶd ϭϭ aƌe ĐoŶstƌuĐted to ƌepƌeseŶt Aǀoid/‘eaĐtiǀe iteŵs. FiŶallǇ, iteŵs ϰ, ϲ, aŶd ϵ aƌe 
















Taďle ϱ.ϭ MeaŶ sĐores froŵ HǇpothetiĐal OffeŶdiŶg StǇle SĐale. 
Justifications A. If Ǉou ǁere so 
upset Ǉou felt 
out of Ǉour ŵiŶd 
 
B. If ŶoďodǇ got 
perŵaŶeŶtlǇ hurt or 
harŵed. 
C. To proteĐt Ǉou 













1. Grab the handbag from a wealthy 










2. Follow a rich looking older couple 










3. Lie about your possessions to the 
insurance company then pretend to lose 









4. Add a few extra very valuable items to 




















6.Leave a threatening message on the 
answerphone of someone who treated 









7. Go round to the house of someone 
ǁho͛d ďeeŶ telling lies about you to tell 









8. Write a warning email to someone 



















ϭϬ. Take Ǉouƌ Ŷeighďouƌ͛s faŶĐǇ Ŷeǁ 
sports car for a drive without their 









11. Get a friend to bring you some pot 









12. Set fire to a bin to watch the flames 










ϱ.ϯ SuŵŵarǇ of ŵeaŶ sĐores of ǀarious justifiĐatioŶs  
Taďle ϱ.ϭ aďoǀe illustƌates that the highest sĐoƌes aƌe giǀeŶ to iteŵs pƌeseŶted ǁith justifiĐatioŶ C ͚to 
pƌoteĐt faŵilǇ iŶ soŵe ǁaǇ͛ ;͚appeal to higheƌ loǇalties͛ ŶeutƌalisatioŶ teĐhŶiƋueͿ. This suggests that 
iŶdiǀiduals aƌe ŵost likelǇ to agƌee to hǇpothetiĐal Đƌiŵe sĐeŶaƌios ǁheŶ the ƌeasoŶ foƌ aĐtioŶ is to 
pƌoteĐt a life. IŶ ĐoŶtƌast to this, the ŵajoƌitǇ of Đƌiŵe sĐeŶaƌios ;ŶiŶe out of the tǁelǀeͿ haǀe 
assigŶed the loǁest sĐoƌes to iteŵs ǁhiĐh haǀe justifiĐatioŶ A. ͚If Ǉou ǁeƌe so upset Ǉou felt out of 
Ǉouƌ ŵiŶd͛ ;deŶial of ƌespoŶsiďilitǇͿ. This suggests that paƌtiĐipaŶts aƌe least likelǇ to agƌee to 
hǇpothetiĐal sĐeŶaƌios ǁheŶ the ƌeasoŶ foƌ aĐtioŶ is ďeĐause theǇ aƌe upset. Hoǁeǀeƌ, Đƌiŵe 
sĐeŶaƌios ϳ aŶd ϴ ;Poǁeƌ gaiŶsͿ haǀe the loǁest sĐoƌes foƌ the iteŵs ǁhiĐh haǀe justifiĐatioŶ B. ͚If 
ŶoďodǇ got peƌŵaŶeŶtlǇ huƌt oƌ haƌŵed͛ ;DeŶial of iŶjuƌǇͿ. This iŶdiĐates that paƌtiĐipaŶts aƌe least 
ǁilliŶg to seek out Poǁeƌ gaiŶs ǁheŶ theǇ ďelieǀe ŶoďodǇ ǁill get huƌt. It is possiďle that this is due 
to the Ŷatuƌe of the gaiŶ. Foƌ a peƌsoŶ to seek poǁeƌ oǀeƌ aŶotheƌ, it ŵaǇ ďe ĐouŶteƌ-iŶtuitiǀe to ďe 
less ǁilliŶg to do this ďeĐause soŵeoŶe ŵaǇ ďe huƌt. Cƌiŵe sĐeŶaƌio ϵ ͚TƌǇ the pot soŵeoŶe offeƌed 
Ǉou at a paƌtǇ͛ ;a “eŶsoƌǇ gaiŶͿ has the loǁest sĐoƌe ǁheŶ the justifiĐatioŶ is D. ͚If Ǉou͛d ďeeŶ doŶe 
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ǁƌoŶg͛ ;DeŶial of the ǀiĐtiŵͿ. This suggests that foƌ this paƌtiĐulaƌ “eŶsoƌǇ gaiŶ, people aƌe least 
ǁilliŶg to aĐt ǁheŶ theǇ ďelieǀe theǇ aƌe the ǀiĐtiŵ. A possiďle eǆplaŶatioŶ foƌ this ŵaǇ ďe that the 
aĐtioŶ ǁithiŶ this sĐeŶaƌio ǁould Ŷot eŶhaŶĐe the seŶsoƌǇ gaiŶ, oƌ ŵake the iŶdiǀidual feel aŶǇ less 
of a ǀiĐtiŵ. The ďaƌ Đhaƌt iŶ figuƌe ϱ.ϭ ďeloǁ shoǁs a suŵŵaƌǇ of ŵeaŶ sĐoƌes foƌ eaĐh justifiĐatioŶ 
stǇle. It ĐleaƌlǇ shoǁs the higheƌ sĐoƌes giǀeŶ to all sĐeŶaƌios ǁheŶ it is to pƌoteĐt a ŵeŵďeƌ of the 
faŵilǇ. The ďaƌ Đhaƌt also shoǁs that theƌe is little ǀaƌiatioŶ iŶ sĐoƌes foƌ the ƌeŵaiŶiŶg thƌee 
justifiĐatioŶs. FeeliŶg upset is the justifiĐatioŶ ǁith the loǁest sĐoƌes, hoǁeǀeƌ, this is oŶlǇ slightlǇ 

























Figure ϱ.ϭ. Bar Đhart shoǁiŶg ŵeaŶ sĐores for eaĐh tǇpe of justifiĐatioŶ. 
 
ϱ.ϰ SuŵŵarǇ of ŵeaŶ sĐores for ǀarious Đriŵe tǇpes 
The ďaƌ Đhaƌt iŶ figuƌe ϱ.Ϯ ďeloǁ shoǁs that the highest sĐoƌes aƌe foƌ sĐeŶaƌios ϱ, ϲ, ϳ, aŶd ϴ; these 
iteŵs ƌepƌeseŶt Poǁeƌ gaiŶs. This suggests that ŵeŵďeƌs of the geŶeƌal puďliĐ aƌe ŵost likelǇ to 
ĐaƌƌǇ out sĐeŶaƌios ǁhiĐh pƌoduĐe feeliŶgs of poǁeƌ. “ĐeŶaƌios ϯ aŶd ϰ haǀe sĐoƌes ǁhiĐh aƌe just 
slightlǇ loǁeƌ thaŶ these Poǁeƌ gaiŶ iteŵs, these tǁo iteŵs ƌepƌeseŶt ŵateƌial gaiŶs ŵade thƌough 
ǀeƌďal ŵethods. This suggests that ďesides the iteŵs ƌepƌeseŶtiŶg Poǁeƌ gaiŶs, iŶdiǀiduals aƌe likelǇ 
to giǀe high ƌespoŶses to ŵateƌial gaiŶs ǁhiĐh ƌeƋuiƌe a ǀeƌďal iŶteƌaĐtioŶ to seĐuƌe the gaiŶ. It is 
possiďle that these siǆ high sĐoƌiŶg iteŵs aƌe uŶdeƌstood to ďe the least seƌious, as theǇ ŵaǇ ƌesult iŶ 
less seƌious puŶishŵeŶts. 
The sĐeŶaƌios ǁith the loǁ sĐoƌes aƌe ϭ, Ϯ, ϭϬ, aŶd ϭϮ. Iteŵs ϭ aŶd Ϯ haǀe the loǁest sĐoƌes aŶd 
these ƌepƌeseŶt Mateƌial gaiŶs seĐuƌed ďǇ diƌeĐt phǇsiĐal ŵethods. Iteŵs ϭϬ aŶd ϭϮ ƌepƌeseŶt ŵoƌe 
seƌious “eŶsoƌǇ gaiŶs. It is possiďle that these iteŵs aƌe uŶdeƌstood to ďe iŶĐƌeasiŶg iŶ ďoth 




Figure ϱ.Ϯ Bar Đhart of ŵeaŶ sĐores for eaĐh Đriŵe sĐeŶario. 
 
 
ϱ.ϱ EǆaŵiŶiŶg struĐture of iteŵs usiŶg Sŵallest SpaĐe AŶalǇsis.  
The ƌaǁ data fƌoŵ the HǇpothetiĐal OffeŶdiŶg “tǇle “Đale is eŶteƌed iŶto a Đoŵputeƌ pƌogƌaŵ kŶoǁŶ 
as HUDAP aŶd pƌoduĐes aŶ ““A ;see Đhapteƌ ϰ foƌ detailsͿ. AŶ ““A ǁill test the ĐoŶstƌuĐt ǀaliditǇ of a 
ŵulti-faĐeted ƋuestioŶŶaiƌe suĐh as the oŶe applied iŶ the pƌeseŶt studǇ. The fiƌst pƌojeĐtioŶ ;ǀeĐtoƌ 
ϭ ďǇ ǀeĐtoƌ ϮͿ of the tǁo diŵeŶsioŶal solutioŶ ǁas seleĐted. The ĐoeffiĐieŶt of alieŶatioŶ ;Boƌg & 
LiŶgoes, ϭϵϴϳͿ iŶdiĐates hoǁ ĐleaƌlǇ the ƌaŶk oƌdeƌs of the distaŶĐes ďetǁeeŶ the poiŶts ǁithiŶ the 
giǀeŶ spaĐe, ƌelate to the ƌaŶk oƌdeƌs of the ĐoeffiĐieŶts ďetǁeeŶ the iteŵs. IŶ geŶeƌal the loǁeƌ the 








Figure ϱ.ϯ SSA plot of HǇpothetiĐal OffeŶdiŶg StǇle SĐale sĐores. 
 
The ƌesults displaǇed aƌe fƌoŵ a Ϯ diŵeŶsioŶal ϭ ǆ Ϯ pƌojeĐtioŶ ǁith a ĐoeffiĐieŶt of alieŶatioŶ of .ϭϱϲϭϱ iŶ ϭϬ iteƌatioŶs. 




ϱ.ϲ GeŶeral struĐture of ǀariaďles oŶ SSA plot. 
IŶitial ĐoŶsideƌatioŶ of the poiŶts ǁithiŶ the ““A ƌeǀeals that theƌe aƌe Ŷo distiŶĐt aƌeas ǁhiĐh shoǁ 
siŵilaƌ justifiĐatioŶs togetheƌ. Foƌ eǆaŵple, theƌe aƌe ϭϮ Đƌiŵe sĐeŶaƌios pƌeseŶted ǁith justifiĐatioŶ 
A ͚If Ǉou ǁeƌe so upset Ǉou felt out of Ǉouƌ ŵiŶd͛, aŶd these ϭϮ iteŵs aƌe distƌiďuted aĐƌoss the 
geoŵetƌiĐ shape, iŶdiĐatiŶg theiƌ laĐk of ĐoƌƌelatioŶ. Iteŵs Aϭ, AϮ, Aϵ aŶd AϭϬ aƌe loĐated 
thƌoughout the ƌight side of the plot ǁheƌeas iteŵs Aϯ, Aϰ, Aϱ, Aϲ, Aϳ, Aϴ aŶd Aϵ aƌe loĐated oŶ the 
left side. “iŵilaƌ distƌiďutioŶs aƌe seeŶ foƌ justifiĐatioŶs B ͚ŶoďodǇ ǁas huƌt͛ aŶd D ͚ďeeŶ ǁƌoŶged͛, 
theƌe aƌe a dispeƌsal of iteŵs aĐƌoss the plot. 
Theƌe appeaƌs to ďe thƌee ŵaiŶ aƌeas oŶ the ““A ǁheƌe iteŵs aƌe Đlusteƌed. The fiƌst Đlusteƌ of iteŵs 
is loĐated to the top ƌight aŶd ĐoŶtaiŶs iteŵs that ŵostlǇ ƌepƌeseŶt ͚takiŶg pot͛. This stƌuĐtuƌe is 
eǀideŶt ƌegaƌdless of the justifiĐatioŶ applied to it. This suggests that iŶdiǀiduals shoǁ a siŵilaƌ leǀel 
of attitude toǁaƌds these iteŵs ƌegaƌdless of the justifiĐatioŶ foƌ aĐtioŶ. “iǆ iteŵs iŶ this aƌea haǀe 
justifiĐatioŶ C ͚to pƌoteĐt faŵilǇ ,͛ ǁhiĐh suggests that iŶdiǀiduals shoǁed a pƌefeƌeŶĐe toǁaƌds this 
justifiĐatioŶ ǁheŶ ĐoŵďiŶed ǁith diffeƌeŶt sĐeŶaƌios. Foƌ eǆaŵple, iteŵs Cϵ aŶd CϭϬ ƌepƌeseŶt 
sĐeŶaƌios ǁhiĐh iŶdiĐate takiŶg pot, ǁheƌeas iteŵs Cϭ aŶd CϮ ƌepƌeseŶt stealiŶg ďags fƌoŵ people. 
These sĐeŶaƌios ƌepƌeseŶt diffeƌeŶt foƌŵs of gaiŶ aŶd ďehaǀiouƌ, ďut aƌe still iŶ the saŵe ƌegioŶ. This 
ŵeaŶs that iŶdiǀiduals shoǁ a pƌefeƌeŶĐe foƌ the justifiĐatioŶ ƌatheƌ thaŶ the sĐeŶaƌio. The taďle of 
ŵeaŶ sĐoƌes ;taďle ϱ.ϭͿ iŶdiĐates that all of the iteŵs iŶ this uppeƌ ƌight ƌegioŶ haǀe the highest 
ǀalues, this ǁould eǆplaiŶ theiƌ plaĐeŵeŶt togetheƌ iŶ this ƌegioŶ.  It is suggested that iŶdiǀiduals 
shoǁ a siŵilaƌ leǀel of attitude toǁaƌds sĐeŶaƌios ǁhiĐh haǀe a loǁeƌ leǀel of gaiŶ, eǆĐept ǁheŶ the 
justifiĐatioŶ is to pƌoteĐt faŵilǇ, theŶ higheƌ gaiŶ sĐeŶaƌios aƌe also ĐoŶsideƌed. 
The seĐoŶd Đlusteƌ of ǀaƌiaďles appeaƌs iŶ the loǁeƌ ƌight ƌegioŶ of the plot. AgaiŶ, this ƌegioŶ 
ĐoŶtaiŶs iteŵs ƌepƌeseŶtiŶg all fouƌ justifiĐatioŶs, suggestiŶg that ƌeasoŶ foƌ aĐtioŶ is Ŷot the pƌiŵaƌǇ 
faĐtoƌ ǁhiĐh iŶflueŶĐes attitude. This ƌegioŶ ĐoŶtaiŶs iteŵs ǁith a higheƌ leǀel of gaiŶ, foƌ eǆaŵple, 
Aϭ, AϮ, Bϭ, BϮ, Dϭ aŶd DϮ ƌepƌeseŶt the sĐeŶaƌios ǁhiĐh suggest takiŶg a ďag fƌoŵ a ǁoŵaŶ oƌ 
Đouple, aŶd ǁould pƌoduĐe a higheƌ leǀel of gaiŶ thaŶ tƌǇiŶg pot at a paƌtǇ. 
The thiƌd Đlusteƌ of ǀaƌiaďles is loĐated to the left side of the plot aŶd ĐoŶtaiŶs iteŵs ǁhiĐh ƌeƋuiƌe 
soŵe ǀeƌďal iŶteƌaĐtioŶ to seĐuƌe the gaiŶ. Iteŵs iŶ this ƌegioŶ iŶĐlude Aϲ, Aϳ Bϲ, Bϳ, Cϲ, Cϳ, Dϲ aŶd 
Dϳ ǁhiĐh ƌepƌeseŶt the sĐeŶaƌios ͚Leaǀe a thƌeateŶiŶg ŵessage oŶ the aŶsǁeƌphoŶe of soŵeoŶe 
ǁho tƌeated Ǉou ƌeallǇ ďadlǇ ,͛ aŶd ͚Go ƌouŶd to the house of soŵeoŶe ǁho͛d ďeeŶ telliŶg lies aďout 
Ǉou to tell theŵ to stop oƌ else͛ ƌespeĐtiǀelǇ. Both of these sĐeŶaƌios pƌoduĐe a Poǁeƌ gaiŶ aŶd 
ƌeƋuiƌe a ǀeƌďal ŵethod to seĐuƌe suĐh gaiŶ. 
Otheƌ iteŵs iŶ this ƌegioŶ also ƌepƌeseŶt Mateƌial gaiŶs, foƌ eǆaŵple, Aϯ, Aϰ, Bϯ, Bϰ, Cϯ, Cϰ, Dϯ, aŶd 
Dϰ ƌepƌeseŶt the sĐeŶaƌios ͚Lie aďout Ǉouƌ possessioŶs to the iŶsuƌaŶĐe ĐoŵpaŶǇ theŶ pƌeteŶd to 
lose soŵe of these iteŵs͛ ,aŶd ͚Add a feǁ eǆtƌa ǀeƌǇ ǀaluaďle iteŵs to the list ǁheŶ ƌepoƌtiŶg a loss 
to the iŶsuƌaŶĐe ĐoŵpaŶǇ͛ ƌespeĐtiǀelǇ. Although these iteŵs ƌepƌeseŶt Mateƌial gaiŶs, these 
sĐeŶaƌios ƌeƋuiƌe soŵe phǇsiĐal aĐtioŶ, ƌatheƌ thaŶ ǀeƌďal, to seĐuƌe the gaiŶ.   
The ŵappiŶg seŶteŶĐe ;figuƌe ϰ.Ϯ iŶ Đhapteƌ ϰͿ desĐƌiďes the ǀaƌious eleŵeŶts aŶd faĐets ǁithiŶ the 
HO““. To sǇsteŵatiĐallǇ eǆploƌe a Ŷuŵďeƌ of stƌuĐtuƌal hǇpotheses, the ““A ǁill ďe eǆaŵiŶed to 
deteƌŵiŶe if the iteŵs ƌelatiŶg to eaĐh faĐet ĐaŶ ďe ideŶtified iŶ ƌegioŶal pƌoǆiŵitǇ. The ““A ǁill ďe 
eǆaŵiŶed to iŶǀestigate the folloǁiŶg Đƌiteƌia: 
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a. Iteŵs pƌoposed to ŵeasuƌe eaĐh of the eleŵeŶts aďoǀe ǁill ďe loĐated iŶto distiŶĐt ƌegioŶ 
aƌeas. 
b. These ƌegioŶs ǁill ďe geogƌaphiĐallǇ eǆĐlusiǀe to the ĐoŶĐept. 
Taďle ϱ.ϯ Taďle of iteŵs represeŶtiŶg eaĐh gaiŶ tǇpe. 
Material gaiŶs Poǁer gaiŶs SeŶsorǇ gaiŶs 
Gƌaď a haŶdďag fƌoŵ a ǁealthǇ ǁoŵaŶ 
staŶdiŶg aloŶe oŶ a platfoƌŵ at Ŷight 
ThƌeateŶ a stƌaŶgeƌ ǁho ǁas ƌude to 
Ǉou 
TƌǇ the pot soŵeoŶe offeƌed Ǉou at a paƌtǇ 
Folloǁ a ƌiĐh lookiŶg oldeƌ Đouple uŶtil 
theǇ left the ŵaiŶ stƌeet theŶ gƌaď theiƌ 
ďags 
Leaǀe a thƌeateŶiŶg ŵessage oŶ the 
aŶsǁeƌphoŶe of soŵeoŶe ǁho tƌeated 
Ǉou ƌeallǇ ďadlǇ 
Take Ǉouƌ Ŷeighďouƌ s͛ faŶĐǇ Ŷeǁ spoƌts Đaƌ 
foƌ a dƌiǀe ǁithout theiƌ peƌŵissioŶ ǁhile 
theǇ ǁeƌe oŶ holidaǇ 
Lie aďout Ǉouƌ possessioŶs to the 
iŶsuƌaŶĐe ĐoŵpaŶǇ theŶ pƌeteŶd to lose 
soŵe of these possessioŶs 
Go ƌouŶd to the house of soŵeoŶe ǁho͛d 
ďeeŶ telliŶg lies aďout Ǉou to tell theŵ to 
stop oƌ else 
Get a fƌieŶd to ďƌiŶg Ǉou soŵe pot to a 
paƌtǇ 
Add a feǁ eǆtƌa ǀeƌǇ ǀaluaďle iteŵs to 
the list ǁheŶ ƌepoƌtiŶg a loss to the 
iŶsuƌaŶĐe ĐoŵpaŶǇ 
Wƌite a ǁaƌŶiŶg eŵail to soŵeoŶe ǁho 
Ǉou thought ǁas afteƌ Ǉouƌ paƌtŶeƌ 
Set fiƌe to a ďiŶ to ǁatĐh the flaŵes theŶ 
Đall the fiƌe ďƌigade to tell theŵ ;ǁithout 





















Figure ϱ.ϰ SSA plot of HǇpothetiĐal OffeŶdiŶg StǇle SĐale shoǁiŶg struĐture of gaiŶ tǇpes. 
 
This is the saŵe ““A as shoǁŶ iŶ fig. ϱ.ϯ, laďels haǀe ďeeŶ ƌeŵoǀed foƌ ease of iŶteƌpƌetatioŶ. 




ϱ.ϳ LoĐatioŶ of Material gaiŶ iteŵs. 
Figuƌe ϱ.ϰ aďoǀe shoǁs the stƌuĐtuƌe of ǀaƌiaďles ǁheŶ theǇ aƌe defiŶed as the tǇpe of gaiŶ theǇ 
pƌoduĐe. Foƌ ease of iŶteƌpƌetatioŶ the ǀaƌiaďle laďels haǀe ďeeŶ ƌeŵoǀed, a full desĐƌiptioŶ of the 
““A laďels ĐaŶ ďe fouŶd iŶ taďle ϱ.ϰ. The tǇpe of gaiŶ the iteŵs ƌepƌeseŶt is iŶdiĐated ďǇ the shape of 
the poiŶt oŶ the ““A. Mateƌial gaiŶs aƌe ideŶtified ǁith a sƋuaƌe, Poǁeƌ gaiŶs aƌe ideŶtified ǁith a 
ĐiƌĐle aŶd “eŶsoƌǇ gaiŶs aƌe ideŶtified ǁith a tƌiaŶgle. Taďle ϱ.ϯ shoǁs ǁhiĐh sĐeŶaƌios ƌepƌeseŶt 
eaĐh gaiŶ tǇpe. 
Theƌe aƌe ϭϲ iteŵs ƌepƌeseŶtiŶg Mateƌial gaiŶs. EaĐh of the sĐeŶaƌios is pƌeseŶted fouƌ tiŵes as it is 
ĐoŵďiŶed ǁith eaĐh justifiĐatioŶ. 
The iteŵs ƌepƌeseŶtiŶg Mateƌial gaiŶ aƌe Ŷot iŶ oŶe paƌtiĐulaƌ aƌea of the ““A, theƌefoƌe ĐƌiteƌioŶ aͿ 
ĐaŶŶot ďe suppoƌted; ďǇ eǆteŶsioŶ ĐƌiteƌioŶ ďͿ ĐaŶŶot ďe suppoƌted eitheƌ. The ““A iŶ figuƌe ϱ.ϰ 
aďoǀe shoǁs Mateƌial gaiŶ iteŵs iŶ tǁo ƌegioŶs; oŶe Đlusteƌ to the ƌight aŶd oŶe Đlusteƌ to the left. 
The eight iteŵs ƌepƌeseŶtiŶg sĐeŶaƌios ϭ aŶd Ϯ ;foƌ justifiĐatioŶs A, B, C aŶd DͿ aƌe loĐated oŶ the 
ƌight side; these sĐeŶaƌios suggest that the Mateƌial gaiŶ is seĐuƌed thƌough diƌeĐt phǇsiĐal ŵethods. 
The eight iteŵs ƌepƌeseŶtiŶg sĐeŶaƌios ϯ aŶd ϰ ;foƌ justifiĐatioŶs A, B, C aŶd DͿ aƌe oŶ the left side, 
these sĐeŶaƌios suggest that the Mateƌial gaiŶ is seĐuƌed thƌough iŶdiƌeĐt ǀeƌďal ŵethods. The 
ƌesults suggest that the tǇpe of gaiŶ is Ŷot the oŶlǇ faĐtoƌ that iŶflueŶĐes the leǀel of pƌefeƌeŶĐe foƌ 
these iteŵs; the ŵethod ďǇ ǁhiĐh the gaiŶ is ŵade also iŶflueŶĐes ĐhoiĐe. 
ϱ.ϴ LoĐatioŶ of Poǁer gaiŶ iteŵs. 
The siǆteeŶ iteŵs ƌepƌeseŶtiŶg Poǁeƌ gaiŶs aƌe all loĐated oŶ the left side of the ““A; this satisfies 
ĐƌiteƌioŶ aͿ. Hoǁeǀeƌ, the left ƌegioŶ of the plot is Ŷot eǆĐlusiǀe to Poǁeƌ gaiŶs, aŶd as suĐh ĐƌiteƌioŶ 
ďͿ ĐaŶŶot ďe suppoƌted. The eight iteŵs ƌepƌeseŶtiŶg Mateƌial gaiŶs ;sĐeŶaƌios ϯ aŶd ϰ ;foƌ 
justifiĐatioŶs A, B, C aŶd DͿ, suggest that the Mateƌial gaiŶ is ŵade thƌough iŶdiƌeĐt ǀeƌďal ŵethods, 
these aƌe loĐated aŵoŶgst the iteŵs ƌepƌeseŶtiŶg Poǁeƌ gaiŶs. All of the iteŵs oŶ the left side of the 
““A aƌe ŵoƌe dispeƌsed thaŶ those oŶ the ƌight, ǁhiĐh suggests that theƌe is ŵoƌe ǀaƌiaďilitǇ iŶ leǀel 
of ƌespoŶses. Hoǁeǀeƌ, theiƌ pƌoǆiŵitǇ to eaĐh otheƌ does suggest that paƌtiĐipaŶts shoǁed a siŵilaƌ 
leǀel of ƌespoŶse to these iteŵs. 
ϱ.ϵ LoĐatioŶ of SeŶsorǇ gaiŶ iteŵs. 
The siǆteeŶ iteŵs ƌepƌeseŶtiŶg “eŶsoƌǇ gaiŶs aƌe oŶ the ƌight side of the ““A, this satisfies ĐƌiteƌioŶ 
aͿ. Hoǁeǀeƌ, ĐƌiteƌioŶ ďͿ ĐaŶŶot ďe suppoƌted as this ƌegioŶ is Ŷot eǆĐlusiǀe to this ĐoŶĐept. Theƌe 
aƌe tǁo ƌegioŶs ĐoŶtaiŶiŶg “eŶsoƌǇ gaiŶ iteŵs; oŶe iŶ the uppeƌ ƌight aŶd oŶe iŶ the loǁeƌ ƌight. 
The eight iteŵs ƌepƌeseŶtiŶg sĐeŶaƌios ϭϭ aŶd ϭϮ ;foƌ justifiĐatioŶs A, B, C aŶd DͿ aƌe loĐated iŶ the 
uppeƌ ƌight aƌea of the plot. These iteŵs suggest that the seŶsoƌǇ gaiŶ ǁould iŶǀolǀe dƌug takiŶg 
ďehaǀiouƌs, aŶd pƌoduĐe a loǁeƌ leǀel of gaiŶ. The eight iteŵs ƌepƌeseŶtiŶg sĐeŶaƌios ϭϬ aŶd ϭϮ ;foƌ 
justifiĐatioŶs A, B, C aŶd DͿ suggest that the leǀel of seŶsoƌǇ gaiŶ ǁould ďe higheƌ. The ŵajoƌitǇ of 
these iteŵs aƌe loĐated iŶ the loǁeƌ ƌight ƌegioŶ of the plot. 
 Hoǁeǀeƌ, the higheƌ leǀel “eŶsoƌǇ gaiŶs ĐoŵďiŶed ǁith the justifiĐatioŶ ͚to pƌoteĐt faŵilǇ iŶ soŵe 
ǁaǇ', aƌe loĐated iŶ the uppeƌ ƌight ƌegioŶ aŵoŶgst the loǁeƌ leǀel “eŶsoƌǇ gaiŶ iteŵs. 
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This suggests that iŶdiǀiduals diffeƌeŶtiate these iteŵs ďased oŶ the leǀel of “eŶsoƌǇ gaiŶ ǁhiĐh is 
pƌoduĐed. Hoǁeǀeƌ, the high seŶsoƌǇ gaiŶ iteŵs ĐoŵďiŶed ǁith the justifiĐatioŶ ͚to pƌoteĐt faŵilǇ ,͛ 
aƌe loĐated aďoǀe this aŵoŶgst the loǁeƌ leǀel seŶsoƌǇ gaiŶs. Taďle ϱ.ϭ shoǁs the ŵeaŶ aŶd 
staŶdaƌd deǀiatioŶ foƌ eaĐh iteŵ; it ƌeǀeals that all of the iteŵs iŶ the top ƌight haŶd ƌegioŶ of the 
““A haǀe higheƌ ŵeaŶ sĐoƌes thaŶ the otheƌ iteŵs. Iteŵs ϭ aŶd Ϯ aƌe loĐated aŵoŶgst the “eŶsoƌǇ 
gaiŶ iteŵs. This suggests that iŶdiǀiduals shoǁ a siŵilaƌ leǀel of pƌefeƌeŶĐe toǁaƌds seŶsoƌǇ gaiŶs 
aŶd ŵateƌial gaiŶs ǁhiĐh ƌeƋuiƌe a phǇsiĐal aĐtioŶ to seĐuƌe the gaiŶ. 
ϱ.ϭϬ SuŵŵarǇ of tǇpe of gaiŶ. 
IŶ suŵ, iteŵs Đlusteƌed iŶ the top ƌight ƌegioŶ aƌe those ǁith the highest fƌeƋueŶĐies aŶd ĐoŶtaiŶ 
iteŵs pƌoduĐiŶg a loǁeƌ leǀel of “eŶsoƌǇ gaiŶ, eǆĐept ǁheŶ the justifiĐatioŶ is to pƌoteĐt faŵilǇ iŶ 
soŵe ǁaǇ; theŶ all “eŶsoƌǇ iteŵs aƌe iŶ the saŵe ƌegioŶ ƌegaƌdless of leǀel of gaiŶ. This 
deŵoŶstƌates that iŶ geŶeƌal, people aƌe ŵost likelǇ to shoǁ a positiǀe attitude to iteŵs pƌoduĐiŶg a 
loǁeƌ leǀel of “eŶsoƌǇ gaiŶ. The iteŵs loĐated iŶ the ďottoŵ ƌight of the plot aƌe iteŵs pƌoduĐiŶg a 
higheƌ leǀel of “eŶsoƌǇ gaiŶ ;eǆĐept foƌ the justifiĐatioŶ ͚pƌoteĐt faŵilǇ͛Ϳ. The loǁeƌ ƌight ƌegioŶ also 
ĐoŶtaiŶs the Mateƌial gaiŶs that ƌeƋuiƌe a phǇsiĐal aĐtioŶ. It is possiďle that the Mateƌial gaiŶs 
ƌeƋuiƌiŶg a phǇsiĐal aĐtioŶ pƌoduĐe a high “eŶsoƌǇ ĐoŵpoŶeŶt. The Đlusteƌ of iteŵs iŶ the left ƌegioŶ 
ĐoŶtaiŶs all the Poǁeƌ gaiŶ sĐeŶaƌios. This aƌea of the ““A also ĐoŶtaiŶs Mateƌial gaiŶs that ƌeƋuiƌe a 
ǀeƌďal aĐtioŶ. This suggests that Mateƌial gaiŶs seĐuƌed thƌough ǀeƌďal ŵethods aƌe assoĐiated ǁith 


















Figure ϱ.ϱ SSA plot of HǇpothetiĐal OffeŶdiŶg StǇle SĐale eǆaŵiŶiŶg ďehaǀiour tǇpes. 
 
This is the saŵe ““A as shoǁŶ iŶ fig. ϱ.ϯ. 




Taďle ϱ.ϲ Taďle of iteŵs ǁhiĐh represeŶt ďehaǀioural stǇle 
 CoŶfroŶt Aǀoid 
‘eaĐtiǀe ϭ. Gƌaď the haŶdďag fƌoŵ a ǁealthǇ ǁoŵaŶ staŶdiŶg 
aloŶe oŶ a platfoƌŵ at Ŷight 
ϰ. Add a feǁ eǆtƌa ǀeƌǇ ǀaluaďle iteŵs to the list ǁheŶ 
ƌepoƌtiŶg a loss to the iŶsuƌaŶĐe ĐoŵpaŶǇ 
ϱ. ThƌeateŶ a stƌaŶgeƌ ǁho ǁas ƌude to Ǉou ϲ. Leaǀe a thƌeateŶiŶg ŵessage oŶ the aŶsǁeƌphoŶe of 
soŵeoŶe ǁho tƌeated Ǉou ƌeallǇ ďadlǇ 
ϭϬ. Take Ǉouƌ Ŷeighďouƌ s͛ faŶĐǇ Ŷeǁ spoƌts Đaƌ foƌ a dƌiǀe 
ǁithout theiƌ peƌŵissioŶ ǁhile theǇ ǁeƌe oŶ holidaǇ 
 
ϵ. TƌǇ the pot soŵeoŶe offeƌed Ǉou at a paƌtǇ 
ProaĐtiǀe Ϯ. Folloǁ a ƌiĐh lookiŶg oldeƌ Đouple uŶtil theǇ left the 
ŵaiŶ stƌeet theŶ gƌaď theiƌ ďags 
ϯ. Lie aďout Ǉouƌ possessioŶs to the iŶsuƌaŶĐe ĐoŵpaŶǇ 
theŶ pƌeteŶd to lose soŵe of these possessioŶs 
 
ϳ. Go ƌouŶd to the house of soŵeoŶe ǁho͛d ďeeŶ telliŶg 
lies aďout Ǉou to tell theŵ to stop oƌ else 
ϴ. Wƌite a ǁaƌŶiŶg eŵail to soŵeoŶe ǁho Ǉou thought 
ǁas afteƌ Ǉouƌ paƌtŶeƌ 
 
ϭϮ. Set fiƌe to a ďiŶ to ǁatĐh the flaŵes theŶ Đall the fiƌe 
ďƌigade to tell theŵ ;ǁithout giǀiŶg Ǉouƌ ŶaŵeͿ 
 
ϭϭ. Get a fƌieŶd to ďƌiŶg Ǉou soŵe pot to a paƌtǇ 
 
 
ϱ.ϭϭ CoŶfroŶt aŶd ‘eaĐtiǀe ďehaǀiours. 
The iteŵs that ƌepƌeseŶt CoŶfƌoŶt/‘eaĐtiǀe aƌe Aϭ, Aϱ, AϭϬ, Bϭ, Bϱ, BϭϬ, Cϭ, Cϱ, CϭϬ, Dϭ, Dϱ, aŶd 
DϭϬ. Taďle ϱ.ϲ giǀes a list of the sĐeŶaƌios that ƌepƌeseŶt eaĐh of the eleŵeŶts. NoŶe of the tǁelǀe 
iteŵs ƌepƌeseŶtiŶg CoŶfƌoŶt/‘eaĐtiǀe ĐaŶ ďe fouŶd iŶ aŶǇ distiŶĐt ƌegioŶ of the ““A; theƌefoƌe 
ĐƌiteƌioŶ aͿ ĐaŶŶot ďe suppoƌted. As a ƌesult of this, ĐƌiteƌioŶ ďͿ ĐaŶŶot ďe suppoƌted eitheƌ; theƌe 
aƌe Ŷo ƌegioŶs of the ““A that aƌe eǆĐlusiǀe to this ĐoŶĐept. 
ϱ.ϭϮ CoŶfroŶt aŶd ProaĐtiǀe ďehaǀiours. 
The iteŵs that ƌepƌeseŶt ĐoŶfƌoŶt/pƌoaĐtiǀe aƌe AϮ, Aϳ, AϭϮ, BϮ, Bϳ, BϭϮ, CϮ, Cϳ, CϭϮ, DϮ, Dϳ, aŶd 
DϭϮ. Theƌe aƌe Ŷo ideŶtifiaďle ƌegioŶs that ĐoŶtaiŶ CoŶfƌoŶt/PƌoaĐtiǀe iteŵs, theƌefoƌe ĐƌiteƌioŶ aͿ 
ĐaŶŶot ďe suppoƌted, ďǇ eǆteŶsioŶ ĐƌiteƌioŶ ďͿ ĐaŶŶot ďe suppoƌted eitheƌ. This suggests that 
pƌefeƌeŶĐes aƌe Ŷot ĐoŶstƌuĐted oŶ the ďasis of ďeiŶg CoŶfƌoŶt/PƌoaĐtiǀe aĐtioŶs. 
ϱ.ϭϯ Aǀoid aŶd ‘eaĐtiǀe ďehaǀiours. 
The iteŵs that ƌepƌeseŶt Aǀoid/‘eaĐtiǀe aƌe Aϰ, Aϲ, Aϵ, Bϰ, Bϲ, Bϵ, Cϰ, Cϲ, Cϵ, Dϰ, Dϲ, aŶd Dϵ. 
CƌiteƌioŶ aͿ ĐaŶŶot ďe suppoƌted as theƌe is Ŷo aƌea of the ““A that ĐoŶtaiŶs all the iteŵs ƌelated to 
this ĐoŶĐept, ďǇ eǆteŶsioŶ ĐƌiteƌioŶ ďͿ ĐaŶŶot ďe suppoƌted eitheƌ. This suggests that pƌefeƌeŶĐes aƌe 
Ŷot ĐoŶstƌuĐted oŶ the ďasis of the sĐeŶaƌio ĐoŶtaiŶiŶg Aǀoid/‘eaĐtiǀe aĐtioŶs. 
ϱ.ϭϰ Aǀoid aŶd ProaĐtiǀe ďehaǀiours. 
The iteŵs that ƌepƌeseŶt aǀoid/pƌoaĐtiǀe aƌe Aϯ, Aϴ, Aϭϭ, Bϯ, Bϴ, Bϭϭ, Cϯ, Cϴ, Cϭϭ, Dϯ, Dϴ, aŶd Dϭϭ. 
CƌiteƌioŶ aͿ ĐaŶŶot ďe suppoƌted as theƌe aƌe Ŷo ideŶtifiaďle ƌegioŶs of the ““A that ĐoŶtaiŶs all the 
iteŵs ƌelated to this ĐoŶĐept, ďǇ eǆteŶsioŶ ĐƌiteƌioŶ ďͿ ĐaŶŶot ďe suppoƌted eitheƌ. This suggests that 
pƌefeƌeŶĐes aƌe Ŷot ĐoŶstƌuĐted oŶ the ďasis of the sĐeŶaƌio ĐoŶtaiŶiŶg Aǀoid/PƌoaĐtiǀe aĐtioŶs. 
The iteŵs that ƌefleĐt the ďehaǀiouƌal Đategoƌies aďoǀe Đould Ŷot ďe ideŶtified iŶ distiŶĐt ƌegioŶs of 
the ““A, theƌefoƌe the stƌuĐtuƌal hǇpothesis is Ŷot suppoƌted. The stƌuĐtuƌe of ǀaƌiaďles ǁeƌe 
iŶǀestigated fuƌtheƌ to estaďlish if aŶǇ eleŵeŶts fƌoŵ the aďoǀe ďehaǀiouƌal Đategoƌies Đould ďe 
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diffeƌeŶtiated. The iteŵs oŶ the ““A ǁeƌe eǆaŵiŶed to estaďlish if the iteŵs ƌepƌeseŶtiŶg PƌoaĐtiǀe 
oƌ ‘eaĐtiǀe Đould ďe ideŶtified iŶ distiŶguishaďle ƌegioŶs, hoǁeǀeƌ, it ǁas Ŷot possiďle to estaďlish 
aŶǇ Đleaƌ ƌegioŶs. The ““A is also eǆaŵiŶed to estaďlish if theƌe aƌe aŶǇ ƌegioŶs that diffeƌeŶtiated 




























Figure ϱ.ϲ SSA plot eǆaŵiŶiŶg struĐture of AǀoidaŶt or CoŶfroŶtiǀe ďehaǀiours. 
 
 
This is aŶ adaptatioŶ of the ““A as shoǁŶ iŶ fig. ϱ.ϯ. 




ϱ.ϭϱ LoĐatioŶ of AǀoidaŶt iteŵs. 
The ““A plot iŶ figuƌe ϱ.ϲ aďoǀe shoǁs the patteƌŶ of ǀaƌiaďles ǁheŶ theǇ aƌe defiŶed as diffeƌeŶt 
tǇpes of ďehaǀiouƌ. The iteŵs that ƌepƌeseŶt ďeiŶg aǀoidaŶt aƌe Aϯ, Aϰ, Aϲ, Aϴ, Aϵ, Aϭϭ, Bϯ, Bϰ, Bϲ, 
Bϴ, Bϵ, Bϭϭ, Cϯ, Cϰ, Cϲ, Cϴ, Cϵ, Cϭϭ, Dϯ, Dϰ, Dϲ, Dϴ, Dϵ, aŶd Dϭϭ. Taďle ϱ.ϭ.Đ. giǀes a suŵŵaƌǇ of the 
iteŵs ǁhiĐh ƌepƌeseŶt Aǀoid oƌ ĐoŶfƌoŶt.   
The tǁeŶtǇ fouƌ iteŵs ƌepƌeseŶtiŶg Aǀoid ĐaŶ ďe fouŶd iŶ tǁo ƌegioŶs of the ““A. As theƌe aƌe tǁo 
aƌeas ĐoŶtaiŶiŶg these ǀaƌiaďles, ĐƌiteƌioŶ aͿ is Ŷot suppoƌted iŶ this iŶstaŶĐe. BǇ eǆteŶsioŶ theŶ, 
ĐƌiteƌioŶ ďͿ ĐaŶŶot ďe suppoƌted. The Đlusteƌ of ǀaƌiaďles to the left side ƌepƌeseŶtiŶg Aǀoid ĐoŶtaiŶs 
iteŵs suĐh as ͚lie to iŶsuƌaŶĐe ĐoŵpaŶǇ….͛ aŶd ͚leaǀe a thƌeateŶiŶg ŵessage….. .͛ The iteŵs 
ƌepƌeseŶtiŶg Aǀoid loĐated iŶ the uppeƌ ƌight ƌegioŶ ĐoŶtaiŶs iteŵs suĐh as ͚tƌǇ pot at paƌtǇ…..͛ aŶd 
͚get fƌieŶd to ďƌiŶg pot ….. .͛ The faĐtoƌ that diffeƌeŶtiates these tǁo Đlusteƌs of ǀaƌiaďles appeaƌs to 
ďe that sĐeŶaƌios iŶ the left ƌegioŶ ƌeƋuiƌe a ǀeƌďal aĐtioŶ, aŶd sĐeŶaƌios iŶ the ƌight ƌegioŶ ƌeƋuiƌe a 
phǇsiĐal aĐtioŶ. This ƌefleĐts the eaƌlieƌ fiŶdiŶgs ǁhiĐh suggested that ǁheŶ ĐoŶstƌuĐtiŶg pƌefeƌeŶĐes 
toǁaƌds ǀaƌious gaiŶs, ǁhetheƌ the sĐeŶaƌio ƌeƋuiƌes a ǀeƌďal oƌ phǇsiĐal tƌaŶsaĐtioŶ affeĐts 
pƌefeƌeŶĐe. 
ϱ.ϭϲ LoĐatioŶ of CoŶfroŶtiŶg iteŵs. 
The iteŵs that ƌepƌeseŶt ĐoŶfƌoŶt aƌe Aϭ, AϮ, Aϱ, Aϳ, AϭϬ, AϭϮ, Bϭ, BϮ, Bϱ, Bϳ, BϭϬ, BϭϮ, Cϭ, CϮ, Cϱ, 
Cϳ, CϭϬ, CϭϮ, Dϭ, DϮ, Dϱ, Dϳ, DϭϬ, aŶd DϭϮ. The tǁeŶtǇ fouƌ iteŵs ƌepƌeseŶtiŶg CoŶfƌoŶt ďehaǀiouƌs 
aƌe also loĐated iŶ tǁo ƌegioŶs of the ““A. This iŶdiĐates that ĐƌiteƌioŶ aͿ, aŶd ďǇ eǆteŶsioŶ, ĐƌiteƌioŶ 
ďͿ ĐaŶŶot ďe suppoƌted. Most of the iteŵs ƌepƌeseŶtiŶg CoŶfƌoŶt aƌe iŶ the saŵe ƌegioŶ, hoǁeǀeƌ, 
ǁheŶ these sĐeŶaƌios aƌe ĐoŵďiŶed ǁith the justifiĐatioŶ C ͚to pƌoteĐt faŵilǇ͛; theǇ aƌe iŶ a diffeƌeŶt 
ƌegioŶ. WheŶ the fƌeƋueŶĐies aƌe eǆaŵiŶed ;see taďle ϱ.ϭ.a.Ϳ the ƌesults stƌoŶglǇ suggest that the 
CoŶfƌoŶt iteŵs ĐoŵďiŶed ǁith the justifiĐatioŶ ͚to pƌoteĐt faŵilǇ ,͛ aƌe aŵoŶgst the highest 
fƌeƋueŶĐǇ, aŶd aƌe loĐated ǁith the otheƌ high sĐoƌe iteŵs iŶ the Aǀoid/AĐtioŶ ƌegioŶ. Hoǁeǀeƌ, 
oǀeƌall leǀel of pƌefeƌeŶĐe toǁaƌds ĐoŶfƌoŶt ďehaǀiouƌs is Đoƌƌelated, iŶdiǀiduals shoǁ a siŵilaƌ leǀel 
of pƌefeƌeŶĐe to sĐeŶaƌios ǁhiĐh iŶǀolǀe diƌeĐt ĐoŶfƌoŶt stǇle ďehaǀiouƌs. AgaiŶ, this ƌefleĐts the 
fiŶdiŶgs pƌeseŶted eaƌlieƌ ǁhiĐh suggested that ǁheŶ ĐoŶstƌuĐtiŶg pƌefeƌeŶĐes toǁaƌds ǀaƌious 
gaiŶs, ǁhetheƌ the sĐeŶaƌio ƌeƋuiƌes a ǀeƌďal oƌ phǇsiĐal tƌaŶsaĐtioŶ affeĐts pƌefeƌeŶĐe. 
ϱ.ϭϳ AŶ eǆaŵiŶatioŶ of JustifiĐatioŶ stǇles. 
Theƌe aƌe fouƌ justifiĐatioŶs iŶĐoƌpoƌated iŶ the HO““ ;ƌefeƌ to taďle ϱ.ϳ aďoǀe foƌ list of 
justifiĐatioŶsͿ. EaĐh justifiĐatioŶ is pƌeseŶted tǁelǀe tiŵes as it is ĐoŵďiŶed ǁith eaĐh Đƌiŵe sĐeŶaƌio. 
The ““A plot iŶ figuƌe ϱ.ϲ shoǁs the distƌiďutioŶ of justifiĐatioŶ tǇpes ǁhiĐh aƌe ideŶtified ďǇ the 
letteƌs A to D. It is eǀideŶt that theƌe aƌe Ŷo aƌeas of the ““A ǁhiĐh ĐoŶtaiŶs aŶǇ paƌtiĐulaƌ 
justifiĐatioŶ. Iteŵs ƌelatiŶg to eaĐh justifiĐatioŶ aƌe dispeƌsed thƌoughout the plot. As suĐh ĐƌiteƌioŶ 
aͿ ĐaŶŶot ďe suppoƌted; ďǇ eǆteŶsioŶ, ĐƌiteƌioŶ ďͿ ĐaŶŶot ďe suppoƌted eitheƌ. Foƌ the paƌtiĐulaƌ 
sĐeŶaƌios pƌeseŶted iŶ this studǇ, it appeaƌs that ŵost of the justifiĐatioŶs haǀe Ŷo iŶflueŶĐe oŶ 
pƌefeƌeŶĐe. Hoǁeǀeƌ, the iteŵs ƌepƌeseŶtiŶg the justifiĐatioŶ ͚to pƌoteĐt faŵilǇ͛ do appeaƌ to ďe iŶ 
the saŵe ƌegioŶ. This deŵoŶstƌates the iŵpoƌtaŶĐe aŶd iŶflueŶĐe of this justifiĐatioŶ ƌegaƌdless of 
the Đƌiŵe sĐeŶaƌio. WithiŶ the pƌeseŶt data set theƌe is Ŷo eǀideŶĐe to suppoƌt ŵost of the 
teĐhŶiƋues of ŶeutƌalisatioŶ pƌoposed ďǇ “Ǉkes & Matza.  Hoǁeǀeƌ, the pƌeseŶt data set is fƌoŵ a 
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ŶoŶ-iŶĐaƌĐeƌated saŵple usiŶg hǇpothetiĐal sĐeŶaƌios; it is possiďle that iŶdiǀiduals do Ŷot stƌuĐtuƌe 
hǇpothetiĐal ŶeutƌalisatioŶs iŶ the ǁaǇ theǇ ŵaǇ do ǁith aĐtual Đƌiŵes theǇ haǀe Đoŵŵitted. 
ϱ.ϭϴ SuŵŵarǇ of results. 
Although iteŵs Đould ďe diffeƌeŶtiated iŶto Mateƌial, Poǁeƌ, oƌ “eŶsoƌǇ gaiŶs, it is Ŷot iŶ the ŵaŶŶeƌ 
suggested ďǇ YouŶgs ;ϮϬϬϭͿ. Iteŵs ǁith Mateƌial gaiŶs aƌe ĐoŶĐeptualised iŶto those ǁhiĐh use 
phǇsiĐal oƌ ǀeƌďal ŵethods. Iteŵs ǁith Poǁeƌ gaiŶs aƌe ĐoŶĐeptualised as oŶe psǇĐhologiĐal 
ĐoŶstƌuĐt as hǇpothesised, aŶd iteŵs ǁith “eŶsoƌǇ gaiŶs aƌe ĐoŶĐeptualised iŶto high aŶd loǁ leǀels 
of gaiŶ. The ““A does shoǁ soŵe iŶteƌaĐtioŶ ďetǁeeŶ these eleŵeŶts, foƌ eǆaŵple Mateƌial gaiŶs 
that ƌeƋuiƌe a ǀeƌďal aĐtioŶ aƌe aŵoŶgst the Poǁeƌ gaiŶ iteŵs. This suggests that ǁheŶ a Mateƌial 
gaiŶ is ŵade ďǇ ǀeƌďal ŵethods, it is assoĐiated ǁith a ŶotioŶ of Poǁeƌ. The Mateƌial gaiŶs that aƌe 
ŵade thƌough diƌeĐt phǇsiĐal ĐoŶtaĐt aƌe aŵoŶgst the high “eŶsoƌǇ gaiŶ iteŵs. This suggests that 
ǁheŶ Mateƌial gaiŶs aƌe seĐuƌed usiŶg diƌeĐt ĐoŶtaĐt, a high “eŶsoƌǇ ĐoŵpoŶeŶt is eǆpeƌieŶĐed. 
Oǀeƌall, iŶdiǀiduals aƌe ŵost likelǇ to shoǁ a positiǀe attitude toǁaƌds iteŵs ǁith a loǁ leǀel “eŶsoƌǇ 
gaiŶ, as ǁell as iteŵs ǁhiĐh pƌoduĐe Poǁeƌ gaiŶs. 
WheŶ the iteŵs aƌe defiŶed as ƌepƌeseŶtiŶg CoŶfƌoŶt/‘eaĐtiǀe, CoŶfƌoŶt/PƌoaĐtiǀe, Aǀoid/‘eaĐtiǀe, 
oƌ Aǀoid/PƌoaĐtiǀe, the ǀaƌiaďles aƌe Ŷot loĐated iŶ aŶǇ paƌtiĐulaƌ ƌegioŶ. The stǇles of ďehaǀiouƌ 
ǁeƌe fuƌtheƌ iŶǀestigated to estaďlish ǁhetheƌ aŶǇ of these ĐoŵpoŶeŶts Đould ďe ideŶtified. WheŶ 
these iteŵs aƌe Đategoƌised as PƌoaĐtiǀe oƌ ‘eaĐtiǀe eǀeŶts, theƌe aƌe still Ŷo ƌegioŶs of the ““A that 
defiŶe these gƌoups. Hoǁeǀeƌ, ǁheŶ the ǀaƌiaďles aƌe defiŶed as ƌepƌeseŶtiŶg Aǀoid oƌ CoŶfƌoŶt, 
theƌe aƌe distiŶĐt ƌegioŶs ǁithiŶ the ““A that ĐoŶtaiŶs eaĐh tǇpe of ďehaǀiouƌ. The iteŵs 
ƌepƌeseŶtiŶg Aǀoid aŶd CoŶfƌoŶt ďehaǀiouƌs ĐaŶ ďe diffeƌeŶtiated iŶto thƌee ƌegioŶs: CoŶfƌoŶt aŶd 
Aǀoid ďehaǀiouƌs ǁhiĐh aƌe Đaƌƌied out usiŶg ǀeƌďal ŵethods, Aǀoid ďehaǀiouƌs ǁhiĐh aƌe Đaƌƌied 
out usiŶg phǇsiĐal aĐtioŶ, aŶd CoŶfƌoŶt ďehaǀiouƌs ǁhiĐh aƌe Đaƌƌied out usiŶg phǇsiĐal aĐtioŶ. 
Hoǁeǀeƌ, ǁheŶ the justifiĐatioŶ is ͚to pƌoteĐt faŵilǇ iŶ soŵe ǁaǇ͛, the CoŶfƌoŶt/AĐtioŶ iteŵs aƌe 
loĐated iŶ the uppeƌ ƌight ƌegioŶ ǁith the Aǀoid/AĐtioŶ iteŵs. This is likelǇ to ďe a ĐoŶseƋueŶĐe of 
the higheƌ sĐoƌes foƌ all sĐeŶaƌios ǁheŶ the justifiĐatioŶ is ͚to pƌoteĐt faŵilǇ iŶ soŵe ǁaǇ͛. These 
fiŶdiŶgs ŵiƌƌoƌ those fouŶd foƌ tǇpe of gaiŶ, as ďoth ““A͛s iŶdiĐate that iŶdiǀiduals ǁill shoǁ a siŵilaƌ 
leǀel of attitude toǁaƌds sĐeŶaƌios ǁhiĐh iŶǀolǀe a ǀeƌďal tƌaŶsaĐtioŶ aŶd sĐeŶaƌios ǁhiĐh ƌeƋuiƌe a 
phǇsiĐal tƌaŶsaĐtioŶ. 
WithiŶ the pƌeseŶt data set theƌe is Ŷo eǀideŶĐe to suppoƌt the teĐhŶiƋues of ŶeutƌalisatioŶ 
pƌoposed ďǇ “Ǉkes & Matza.  Hoǁeǀeƌ, the pƌeseŶt data set eŵploǇs a ŶoŶ-iŶĐaƌĐeƌated saŵple 
usiŶg hǇpothetiĐal sĐeŶaƌios; it is possiďle that iŶdiǀiduals do Ŷot stƌuĐtuƌe hǇpothetiĐal 
ŶeutƌalizatioŶs iŶ the ǁaǇ theǇ ŵaǇ do ǁith aĐtual Đƌiŵes theǇ haǀe Đoŵŵitted. 
ϱ.ϭϵ Soŵe proposals for deǀelopiŶg aŶ attitude to offeŶdiŶg sĐale. 
The HO““ shoǁed that iŶdiǀiduals did Ŷot diffeƌeŶtiate tǇpe of gaiŶ iŶ the ǁaǇ that ǁas eǆpeĐted. 
Meŵďeƌs of the geŶeƌal puďliĐ do Ŷot diffeƌeŶtiate offeŶĐes iŶto those ǁhiĐh pƌoduĐe Mateƌial, 
Poǁeƌ, oƌ “eŶsoƌǇ gaiŶs. The ““A ƌeǀealed that theƌe is aŶ aƌea ƌelatiŶg to Poǁeƌ gaiŶs ĐoŵďiŶed 
ǁith Mateƌial gaiŶs ǁhiĐh ǁeƌe ŵade thƌough soŵe ǀeƌďal aĐtioŶ, aŶd all of the iteŵs iŶ this aƌea of 
the ““A iŶteƌaĐt ǁith people. This ŵeaŶs that all of these hǇpothetiĐal sĐeŶaƌios shaƌe soŵe siŵilaƌ 
ƋualitǇ. It is possiďle that Mateƌial gaiŶs ŵade thƌough ǀeƌďal ŵethods aƌe assoĐiated ǁith aŶ 
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iŶĐƌeased feeliŶg of Poǁeƌ. It is pƌoposed that these iteŵs ƌefleĐt a doŵiŶaŶt ĐoŵpoŶeŶt ǁithiŶ 
offeŶdiŶg. 
As a ƌesult of this fiŶdiŶg, it is pƌoposed that the ƌeǀised attitude sĐale should iŶĐlude hǇpothetiĐal 
sĐeŶaƌios ǁhiĐh aƌe doŵiŶaŶt offeŶĐes aŶd iŶteƌaĐt ǁith a peƌsoŶ. As highlighted iŶ the eaƌlieƌ 
Đhapteƌs, theƌe is a laƌge ďodǇ of liteƌatuƌe ǁhiĐh suggests that offeŶdeƌs shoǁ ĐoŶsisteŶĐǇ iŶ 
offeŶdiŶg, ǁheŶ the Đƌiŵes aƌe defiŶed as iŶteƌaĐtiŶg ǁith a peƌsoŶ oƌ aŶ oďjeĐt. It is possiďle that 
the fiŶdiŶgs fƌoŵ the HO““ aƌe a ƌefleĐtioŶ of this. Theƌefoƌe, it is pƌoposed that the ƌeǀised attitude 
to offeŶdiŶg sĐale should iŶĐlude sĐeŶaƌios ǁhiĐh iŶteƌaĐt ǁith people iŶ a doŵiŶaŶt ǁaǇ, aŶd 
sĐeŶaƌios ǁhiĐh oŶlǇ iŶteƌaĐt ǁith oďjeĐts oƌ pƌopeƌtǇ.  
The iteŵs ƌelatiŶg to seŶsoƌǇ gaiŶs aƌe distƌiďuted iŶto tǁo aƌeas of the ““A. The ““A iŶ figuƌe ϱ.ϰ 
shoǁs that iteŵs ǁhiĐh pƌoduĐe a “eŶsoƌǇ gaiŶ aƌe diffeƌeŶtiated oŶ the ďasis of the leǀel of gaiŶ. 
The ŵoƌe seƌious offeŶĐes, ǁhiĐh iŶĐlude aƌsoŶ aŶd theft, pƌoduĐe a higheƌ gaiŶ aŶd aƌe iŶ the loǁeƌ 
ƌegioŶ. The less seƌious offeŶĐes, ǁhiĐh iŶĐlude the use of pot, pƌoduĐe a loǁeƌ gaiŶ aŶd aƌe iŶ the 
uppeƌ ƌegioŶ. These fiŶdiŶgs deŵoŶstƌate that sĐeŶaƌios aƌe diffeƌeŶtiated aĐĐoƌdiŶg to leǀel of gaiŶ 
aŶd leǀel of seƌiousŶess. The opeŶiŶg Đhapteƌs iŶĐluded eǀideŶĐe foƌŵ YouŶgs ;ϮϬϬϭͿ, ǁho fouŶd 
that ǇouŶg offeŶdeƌs diffeƌeŶtiated tǇpe aŶd leǀel of gaiŶ. It is appeaƌs that although ŵeŵďeƌs of the 
geŶeƌal puďliĐ do Ŷot diffeƌeŶtiate the tǇpe of gaiŶ, theǇ do diffeƌeŶtiate the leǀel of gaiŶ. Theƌefoƌe, 
it is pƌoposed that the ƌeǀised attitude to offeŶdiŶg sĐale should eǆaŵiŶe this fuƌtheƌ, aŶd iŶĐlude 
sĐeŶaƌios ǁith diffeƌeŶt leǀels of gaiŶ.  
The justifiĐatioŶs ǁhiĐh aƌe applied to the hǇpothetiĐal sĐeŶaƌios ǁithiŶ the HO““ aƌe ďased oŶ the 
ŶeutƌalizatioŶ teĐhŶiƋues pƌoposed ďǇ “Ǉkes aŶd Matza ;ϭϵϱϳͿ. The ““A ƌeǀeals that ŵeŵďeƌs of the 
geŶeƌal puďliĐ do Ŷot diffeƌeŶtiate the justifiĐatioŶs aĐĐoƌdiŶg to the ŵajoƌitǇ of these ŶeutƌalizatioŶ 
teĐhŶiƋues. Hoǁeǀeƌ, ǁheŶ the justifiĐatioŶ is ͚to pƌoteĐt faŵilǇ iŶ soŵe ǁaǇ ,͛ the iteŵs ƌelatiŶg to 
all Đƌiŵe sĐeŶaƌios aƌe iŶ the saŵe aƌea. This deŵoŶstƌates that all of these iteŵs aƌe diffeƌeŶtiated 
aĐĐoƌdiŶg to the justifiĐatioŶ, ƌatheƌ thaŶ aŶǇ ďehaǀiouƌ oƌ gaiŶ pƌeseŶted iŶ the iteŵ. It is pƌoposed 
that iŶdiǀiduals shoǁ a pƌefeƌeŶĐe foƌ this tǇpe of justifiĐatioŶ due to the eŵotiǀe Ŷatuƌe of it. IŶ the 
eaƌlieƌ Đhapteƌs, it ǁas Ŷoted that ŵaŶǇ studies ǁithiŶ I.P. fouŶd that people shoǁ ĐoŶsisteŶĐǇ iŶ 
offeŶdiŶg, ǁheŶ the iteŵs ǁeƌe defiŶed as pƌoduĐiŶg aŶ iŶteƌŶal oƌ eǆteƌŶal ďeŶefit. It is possiďle 
that this Đould ďe eǆteŶded to justifiĐatioŶs foƌ aĐtioŶ. Theƌefoƌe, iŶ oƌdeƌ to test this hǇpothesis, it is 
pƌoposed that the ƌeǀised attitude to offeŶdiŶg sĐale should iŶĐlude justifiĐatioŶs ǁhiĐh aƌe ďased oŶ 
eitheƌ eŵotiǀe oƌ oďjeĐtiǀe ƌeasoŶs. 
In summary, a revised attitude to offending scale is required in order to further test the concepts 
which have been found so far. It is proposed that the revised attitude scale should include items 
which interact with people in a dominant way, as well as scenarios which only interact with objects 
or property. It is also proposed that these scenarios should include various levels of gain. The 
justifications which are presented alongside the crime scenario should include emotive and objective 
reasons for action.  
ϱ.ϮϬ A reǀised attitude to offeŶdiŶg sĐale: The attitude to OffeŶdiŶg StǇle SĐale 
Fƌoŵ the iŶfoƌŵatioŶ detailed aďoǀe, a seĐoŶd attitude to offeŶdiŶg sĐale ǁas pƌoduĐed. This is a 
pƌeǀiouslǇ uŶtested sĐale aŶd ǁas deǀeloped ďǇ the authoƌ usiŶg iŶfoƌŵatioŶ fƌoŵ the pilot sĐale as 
ǁell as ƌeleǀaŶt liteƌatuƌe. The sĐale is Đalled the Attitude to OffeŶdiŶg “tǇle “Đale ;AO““Ϳ. This sĐale 
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ĐoŶsists of a total of ϮϬ iteŵs; fouƌ hǇpothetiĐal Đƌiŵe sĐeŶaƌios aƌe pƌeseŶted aloŶgside fiǀe 
justifiĐatioŶs foƌ aĐtioŶ ;ϰ ǆ ϱ = ϮϬͿ. PaƌtiĐipaŶts aƌe asked to iŶdiĐate hoǁ likelǇ theǇ ǁould ďe to 
ĐaƌƌǇ out eaĐh iteŵ oŶ a seǀeŶ poiŶt Likeƌt sĐale. A ƌespoŶse of oŶe iŶdiĐated ͚Ŷeǀeƌ ,͛ aŶd seǀeŶ 
iŶdiĐated ͚defiŶitelǇ .͛    
Theƌe aƌe a Ŷuŵďeƌ of ƌeǀised hǇpotheses iŶ the ŵaiŶ attitude to offeŶdiŶg sĐale studǇ. These 
hǇpotheses ǁeƌe deǀeloped usiŶg the ƌesults fƌoŵ the pilot studǇ as ǁell as ƌeleǀaŶt liteƌatuƌe. It is 
hǇpothesised that attitude to offeŶdiŶg ĐaŶ ďe diffeƌeŶtiated aĐĐoƌdiŶg to the taƌget of the aĐt; 
peƌsoŶ oƌ pƌopeƌtǇ. Fuƌtheƌŵoƌe, it is pƌoposed that leǀel of gaiŶ ǁill ďe diffeƌeŶtiated iŶto high oƌ 
loǁ. It is also hǇpothesised that iŶdiǀiduals ǁill diffeƌeŶtiate justifiĐatioŶ stǇles iŶto those ǁhiĐh aƌe 
foƌ iŶteƌŶal oƌ eǆteƌŶal ďeŶefits. “igŶifiĐaŶt diffeƌeŶĐes iŶ leǀel of attitude ďetǁeeŶ geŶdeƌ aŶd age 
ƌaŶge aƌe eǆpeĐted.   
The stƌuĐtuƌe of the AO““ is ĐleaƌlǇ outliŶed iŶ Đhapteƌ ϰ, hoǁeǀeƌ, ďeloǁ is a ďƌief suŵŵaƌǇ of its 
ĐoŶteŶts.  
The Đƌiŵe sĐeŶaƌios aƌe as folloǁs: 
A. ͚Use foƌĐe to get a seĐuƌitǇ guaƌd to opeŶ the ǀaŶ aŶd take the ŵoŶeǇ͛ 
B. ͚Use ŶeĐessaƌǇ thƌeat aŶd foƌĐe to get a shop assistaŶt to opeŶ the till aŶd take the ŵoŶeǇ͛ 
C. ͚FoƌĐe opeŶ a ǁiŶdoǁ aŶd take peƌsoŶal pƌopeƌtǇ fƌoŵ a house ǁith iŶteŶtioŶ of selliŶg 
these goods .͛ 
D. ͚Take a puƌse that appeaƌs uŶatteŶded .͛ 
“ĐeŶaƌios A aŶd B aƌe ƌepƌeseŶtatiǀe of diƌeĐt ǀioleŶt iŶteƌaĐtioŶ ;PeƌsoŶͿ ďehaǀiouƌs, sĐeŶaƌios C 
aŶd D aƌe ƌepƌeseŶtatiǀe of iŶdiƌeĐt iŶteƌaĐtioŶ ;PƌopeƌtǇͿ ďehaǀiouƌs. “ĐeŶaƌios A, B aŶd C pƌoduĐe 
a higheƌ leǀel of gaiŶ, aŶd iteŵ C pƌoduĐes a loǁeƌ leǀel of gaiŶ.  
The justifiĐatioŶs applied to eaĐh Đƌiŵe sĐeŶaƌio aƌe as folloǁs: 
ϭ.Hoǁ likelǇ do Ǉou thiŶk Ǉou ǁould ďe to Đoŵŵit a Đƌiŵe like this iŶ a life aŶd death 
situatioŶ foƌ aĐƋuiƌiŶg ŵoŶeǇ? 
Ϯ.Aƌe theƌe aŶǇ ĐiƌĐuŵstaŶĐes foƌ ǁhiĐh Ǉou Đould iŵagiŶe Ǉouƌself doiŶg aŶ aĐtioŶ like this? 
ϯ.IŵagiŶe peƌhaps Ǉou ǁeƌe to ďeĐoŵe iŶtoǆiĐated aŶd Ǉou haǀe the eǆtƌa ĐoŶfideŶĐe of foƌ 
e.g. alĐohol oƌ ĐoĐaiŶe aŶd this situatioŶ pƌeseŶted itself, Ǉou possiďlǇ ǁouldŶ͛t eǀeŶ 
ƌeŵeŵďeƌ ǁhat happeŶed. Would Ǉou ĐoŶsideƌ paƌ takiŶg iŶ a Đƌiŵe like this? 
ϰ.Would Ǉou ĐoŶsideƌ ĐoŵŵittiŶg a Đƌiŵe like this if it ǁas daƌk at Ŷight aŶd theƌe ǁeƌe Ŷo 
otheƌ people aƌouŶd? No ǁitŶesses oƌ aŶǇ otheƌ people͛s ƌeaĐtioŶs to affeĐt Ǉou. 
ϱ.CoŶsideƌ a situatioŶ iŶ ǁhiĐh soŵeoŶe ǀeƌǇ Đlose to Ǉou Ŷeeded a ǀeƌǇ eǆpeŶsiǀe opeƌatioŶ 




JustifiĐatioŶs oŶe aŶd fiǀe ƌepƌeseŶt Eǆpƌessiǀe justifiĐatioŶs, the foĐus of these justifiĐatioŶs is oŶ 
the pƌeseƌǀatioŶ of life. JustifiĐatioŶs thƌee aŶd fouƌ ƌepƌeseŶt IŶstƌuŵeŶtal justifiĐatioŶs, the foĐus 
of these is the ƌeduĐed ƌisk of deteĐtioŶ. JustifiĐatioŶ tǁo is pƌeseŶted as a Ŷeutƌal iteŵ, it giǀes 
paƌtiĐipaŶts aŶ oppoƌtuŶitǇ to ĐoŶsideƌ aŶǇ situatioŶs theǇ Đould iŵagiŶe ǁhiĐh ǁould iŶflueŶĐe 
theŵ to ĐaƌƌǇ out the aĐts.  
ϱ.Ϯϭ SuŵŵarǇ of ŵeaŶ sĐores oŶ AOSS. 
Taďle ϱ.ϴ. MeaŶ sĐores for the Attitude to OffeŶdiŶg StǇle SĐale. 
 A. ͚Use  forĐe 
to get a 
security guard 
to open the 
van and take 
the ŵoŶeǇ͛ 
B.͚Use necessary 
threat and force 
to get a shop 
assistant to open 
the till and take 
the ŵoŶeǇ͛ 
C.͚ForĐe opeŶ a 
window and take 
personal property 
from a house with 
intention of selling 
these goods͛. 
D.͚Take a purse 
that appears 
uŶatteŶded͛. 
 Mean (SD) Mean (SD) Mean (SD) Mean 
(SD) 
1)How likely do you think you would be 
to commit a crime like this in a life and 
death situation for acquiring money? 
2.56 (1.9) 2.38 (2.0) 2.18 (1.9) 2.72 (2.0) 
2)Are there any circumstances for which 
you could imagine yourself doing an 
action like this? 
2.05 (1.5) 1.83 (1.4) 1.76 (1.4) 2.27 (1.6) 
3)Imagine perhaps you were to become 
intoxicated and you have the extra 
confidence of for e.g. alcohol or cocaine 
and this situation presented itself, you 
possiďlǇ ǁouldŶ͛t eǀeŶ ƌeŵeŵďeƌ ǁhat 
happened. Would you consider par 
taking in a crime like this? 
1.84 (1.3) 1.72 (1.3) 1.71 (1.4) 2.32 (1.8) 
4)Would you consider committing a 
crime like this if it was dark at night and 
there were no other people around? No 
ǁitŶesses oƌ aŶǇ otheƌ people͛s 
reactions to affect you. 
1.72 (1.4) 1.71 (1.4) 1.66 (1.5) 2.40 (1.8) 
5)Consider a situation in which 
someone very close to you needed a 
very expensive operation and this would 
be the only way to acquire the funding. 
Would you ever consider an action like 
this? 
2.67 (1.9) 2.49 (1.8) 2.35 (1.9) 2.95 (2.1) 
 
The AO““ is desigŶed to eǆaŵiŶe the ǁaǇ iŶ ǁhiĐh iŶdiǀiduals ƌespoŶd to ĐoŵďiŶatioŶs of diffeƌeŶt 
stǇles of Đƌiŵe sĐeŶaƌios aŶd justifiĐatioŶs. Taďle ϱ.ϴ aďoǀe, giǀes the ŵeaŶ aŶd staŶdaƌd deǀiatioŶ 
foƌ eaĐh iteŵ; the ŵajoƌitǇ of sĐoƌes aƌe loǁ, hoǁeǀeƌ, theƌe is soŵe ǀaƌiatioŶ iŶ ƌespoŶse to 
diffeƌeŶt iteŵs. This suggests that iŶdiǀiduals ǁould ďe ŵoƌe pƌepaƌed to giǀe a positiǀe ƌespoŶse to 
soŵe ĐoŵďiŶatioŶ of ǀaƌiaďles oǀeƌ otheƌs. The ďaƌ Đhaƌts iŶ figuƌes ϱ.ϳ aŶd ϱ.ϴ ďeloǁ, giǀes a 





Figure ϱ.ϳ Bar Đhart of ŵeaŶ sĐores for eaĐh Đriŵe sĐeŶario iŶ the Attitude to OffeŶdiŶg StǇle 
SĐale. 
    
 
The ďaƌ Đhaƌt iŶ figuƌe ϱ.ϳ aďoǀe iŶdiĐates that the highest ƌespoŶses aƌe giǀeŶ to the Đƌiŵe tǇpe 
͚Take puƌse that appeaƌs uŶatteŶded .͛ The higheƌ ŵeaŶ ƌespoŶses deŵoŶstƌate a higheƌ leǀel of 
pƌepaƌedŶess to ĐaƌƌǇ out this aĐt, ƌegaƌdless of the justifiĐatioŶ. The ŵeaŶ sĐoƌe foƌ the fiǀe iteŵs 
ĐoŶtaiŶiŶg this sĐeŶaƌio is ϭϮ.ϳ ;ϴ.ϱͿ ǁhiĐh is higheƌ thaŶ all the otheƌ sĐeŶaƌios. This suggests that 
iŶdiǀiduals aƌe ŵost pƌepaƌed to aĐt foƌ a Loǁ gaiŶ. OŶe possiďle eǆplaŶatioŶ foƌ this is that 
paƌtiĐipaŶts uŶdeƌstaŶd this to ďe the least seƌious Đƌiŵe ǁith ŵiŶiŵal iŶteƌaĐtioŶ. 
The ďaƌ Đhaƌt aďoǀe iŶdiĐates that the sĐeŶaƌio people ǁould ďe least ǁilliŶg to paƌtiĐipate iŶ, is 
͚FoƌĐe opeŶ a ǁiŶdoǁ aŶd take peƌsoŶal pƌopeƌtǇ fƌoŵ a house ǁith iŶteŶtioŶ of selliŶg these goods͛. 
The ŵeaŶ sĐoƌe foƌ these fiǀe iteŵs is ϵ.ϳ ;ϲ.ϵͿ deŵoŶstƌatiŶg that iŶdiǀiduals aƌe least likelǇ to shoǁ 
a positiǀe ƌespoŶse to this high gaiŶ sĐeŶaƌio. This ŵaǇ ďe, iŶ paƌt, due to the sĐeŶaƌio iŶǀolǀiŶg 
seǀeƌal ĐoŵpoŶeŶts; foƌĐiŶg opeŶ a ǁiŶdoǁ, takiŶg the goods, aŶd selliŶg theŵ oŶ. It is also possiďle 
that pƌepaƌedŶess to aĐt iŶ this sĐeŶaƌio is ƌeduĐed ďeĐause theƌe is Ŷo iŵŵediate gaiŶ, aŶd the aĐt 
iŶǀolǀes soŵe degƌee of plaŶŶiŶg. 
The tǁo sĐeŶaƌios iŶǀolǀiŶg diƌeĐt ĐoŶtaĐt ǁith a ǀiĐtiŵ aƌe the seĐoŶd aŶd thiƌd ŵost likelǇ 
sĐeŶaƌio͛s to ďe aĐted upoŶ. The ŵeaŶ sĐoƌe foƌ foƌĐiŶg a seĐuƌitǇ guaƌd to haŶd oǀeƌ ŵoŶeǇ is ϭϬ.ϴ 
;ϲ.ϲͿ, the ŵeaŶ ƌespoŶse foƌ foƌĐe shop assistaŶt to haŶd oǀeƌ ŵoŶeǇ is ϭϬ.ϭ ;ϲ.ϱͿ. This shoǁs a 
siŵilaƌ leǀel of pƌepaƌedŶess foƌ ďoth sĐeŶaƌios. This ŵaǇ siŵplǇ ďe a ĐoŶseƋueŶĐe of the sĐeŶaƌio 




iŵŵediate gaiŶ. AŶotheƌ possiďle eǆplaŶatioŶ foƌ the tǁo peƌsoŶ sĐeŶaƌios ďeiŶg iŶ this positioŶ is 
that afteƌ the takiŶg puƌse sĐeŶaƌio, these giǀe aŶ iŵŵediate gaiŶ. 
“ĐeŶaƌio oŶe ͚Use foƌĐe to get a seĐuƌitǇ guaƌd to opeŶ the ǀaŶ aŶd take the ŵoŶeǇ͛ has slightlǇ 
higheƌ oǀeƌall ŵeaŶ ƌespoŶses thaŶ sĐeŶaƌio tǁo ͚Use ŶeĐessaƌǇ thƌeat aŶd foƌĐe to get a shop 
assistaŶt to opeŶ the till aŶd take the ŵoŶeǇ͛. These tǁo sĐeŶaƌios haǀe ŵaŶǇ siŵilaƌ ĐoŵpoŶeŶts, 
suĐh as usiŶg foƌĐe oŶ a peƌsoŶ, aŶd theƌe ďeiŶg aŶ iŵŵediate gaiŶ. The oŶlǇ diffeƌeŶĐe ďetǁeeŶ 
these sĐeŶaƌios is the ǀiĐtiŵ. BeiŶg the dƌiǀeƌ of a seĐuƌitǇ ǀaŶ ŵaǇ ďe ĐoŶsideƌed a ŵoƌe high ƌisk 
oĐĐupatioŶ thaŶ ǁoƌkiŶg iŶ a shop. It is possiďle that this ĐoŵpoŶeŶt has iŶflueŶĐed paƌtiĐipaŶts͛ 
ƌespoŶses. The tǁo ďaƌs oŶ the faƌ ƌight iŶ figuƌe ϱ.Ϯ.i. shoǁ the leǀel of ƌespoŶse foƌ the tǁo 
PƌopeƌtǇ foĐused sĐeŶaƌios, aŶd the tǁo PeƌsoŶ foĐused sĐeŶaƌios. The ŵeaŶ sĐoƌe foƌ the teŶ iteŵs 
ƌepƌeseŶtiŶg iŶteƌaĐtioŶ ǁith a peƌsoŶ is ϮϬ.ϵ ;ϭϮ.ϴͿ, the ŵeaŶ sĐoƌe foƌ the sĐeŶaƌios iŶteƌaĐtiŶg 
ǁith pƌopeƌtǇ is ϮϮ.ϰ ;ϭϰ.ϮͿ. This suggests that paƌtiĐipaŶts aƌe ŵoƌe ǁilliŶg to ĐaƌƌǇ out PƌopeƌtǇ 
Đƌiŵes. The fiŶdiŶgs so faƌ suggest that paƌtiĐipaŶts shoǁ a pƌefeƌeŶĐe foƌ iŶdiƌeĐt iŶteƌaĐtioŶ ǁith 
PƌopeƌtǇ. 
Table 5.9 Correlations between hypothetical scenarios. 
 1. Force security 
guard to hand over 
money 
2. Threat and force shop 
assistant to hand over 
money 
3. Force window 





1. Force security guard to 
hand over money 
1 .916 .783 .654 
2. Threat and force shop 
assistant to hand over 
money 
.916 1 .808 .655 
3. Force window open and 
take goods 
.783 .808 1 .692 
4. Take unattended purse .654 .655 .692 1 
 
The taďle aďoǀe shoǁs the PeaƌsoŶ͛s ĐoƌƌelatioŶs ďetǁeeŶ the hǇpothetiĐal Đƌiŵe sĐeŶaƌios. 
Although they are all significantly correlated, there is strength in the relationship between them. For 
example, scenario 1 has the highest correlation with scenario 2. Both of these scenarios involve a 
violent interaction with a person. This indicates that some individuals will show a higher level of 
preference to all scenarios which interact with a person. Scenario 3 has the highest correlation with 
scenarios 1 and Ϯ; all of these sĐeŶaƌios pƌoduĐe a higheƌ leǀel of gaiŶ. Hoǁeǀeƌ, sĐeŶaƌio ϰ ͚Take a 
puƌse that appeaƌs uŶatteŶded͛ has loǁ ĐoƌƌelatioŶs ǁith all otheƌ sĐeŶaƌios. This ŵaǇ iŶdiĐate that 










Table 5.10 Correlations between justification types. 
 1. Life and 
death situation 
2. any circumstance 
can imagine 
3. Intoxicated may 
not remember 






1. Life and death 
situation 
1 .736 .649 .625 .786 
2. any circumstance 
can imagine 
.736 1 .712 .783 .756 
3. Intoxicated may 
not remember 
.649 .712 1 .821 .681 
4. Dark at night not 
seen 
.625 .821 .821 1 .674 
5. Fund expensive 
operation 
.786 .681 .681 .674 1 
 
The taďle aďoǀe shoǁs the PeaƌsoŶ͛s ĐoƌƌelatioŶs ďetǁeeŶ all fiǀe justifiĐatioŶs pƌeseŶted iŶ the 
AOSS. Although all of the correlations are significant, there I variation in the strength of such 
relationships.  Justification 1 indicates that the crime would be carried out for an emotive reason, 
this justification is most strongly correlated with justification 5. Justification 5 also indicates that the 
action would be necessary to protect someone. This indicates that their preferred justification style 
is an emotive one. Similarly, justification 3 indicates that the action would be carried out because 
there is less chance of getting caught. This justification has the highest correlation with justification 4 
͚Daƌk at Ŷight͛. This iŶdiĐates a pƌefeƌeŶĐe foƌ oďjective justifications that indicate there is less 
chance of getting seen or caught.  







The justifiĐatioŶ ǁith the highest oǀeƌall sĐoƌe is ϱ: ͚soŵeoŶe ǀeƌǇ Đlose to Ǉou Ŷeeded a ǀeƌǇ 
eǆpeŶsiǀe opeƌatioŶ aŶd this ǁould ďe the oŶlǇ ǁaǇ to aĐƋuiƌe the fuŶdiŶg͛ ;ŵeaŶ ϭϬ.ϱ [ϲ.ϵ]Ϳ. The 
seĐoŶd highest ƌespoŶses aƌe foƌ justifiĐatioŶ ϭ: ͚iŶ a life aŶd death situatioŶ foƌ aĐƋuiƌiŶg ŵoŶeǇ͛ 
;ŵeaŶ ϵ.ϵ [ϳ.Ϭ]Ϳ.  
JustifiĐatioŶ Ϯ: ͚aƌe theƌe aŶǇ ĐiƌĐuŵstaŶĐes…..͛ is the thiƌd ŵost likelǇ justifiĐatioŶ iŶdiĐated. The 
ŵeaŶ sĐoƌe is ϳ.ϵ ;ϱ.ϬͿ. The ŵeaŶ sĐoƌe of this justifiĐatioŶ ƌefleĐts its aŵďiguitǇ. IŶdiǀiduals ĐaŶ 
thiŶk of soŵe situatioŶs ǁheƌe theǇ ǁould ďe likelǇ to ĐaƌƌǇ out the aĐt, aŶd soŵe situatioŶs ǁheƌe 
theǇ ǁould ďe uŶlikelǇ to do so.   
JustifiĐatioŶ ϯ ͚… iŶtoǆiĐated aŶd haǀe eǆtƌa ĐoŶfideŶĐe…͛ is ϳ.ϲ ;ϱ.ϬͿ aŶd justifiĐatioŶ ϱ ͚…daƌk at 
Ŷight…͛ is ϳ.ϱ ;ϱ.ϭͿ haǀe loǁeƌ ŵeaŶ sĐoƌes. This deŵoŶstƌates that paƌtiĐipaŶts aƌe less likelǇ to aĐt 
ďased oŶ these justifiĐatioŶs. 
The justifiĐatioŶs haǀe ďeeŶ ǁoƌded to iŶdiĐate that the aĐtioŶ is ŶeĐessaƌǇ to eitheƌ saǀe a life oƌ 
iŶdiĐates a ƌeduĐed ƌisk of deteĐtioŶ. The justifiĐatioŶs ǁhiĐh iŶdiĐate aĐtioŶ is ŶeĐessaƌǇ to saǀe a 
life aƌe laďelled Eǆpƌessiǀe. The justifiĐatioŶ ǁhiĐh iŶdiĐate a ƌeduĐed ƌisk of gettiŶg seeŶ oƌ Đaught 
aƌe laďelled IŶstƌuŵeŶtal.   
Figuƌe ϱ.ϴ aďoǀe shoǁs that oǀeƌall paƌtiĐipaŶts iŶdiĐated theǇ ǁould ďe ŵost likelǇ to aĐt oŶ 
Eǆpƌessiǀe justifiĐatioŶs. The ŵeaŶ sĐoƌe foƌ the Eǆpƌessiǀe justifiĐatioŶs is ϮϬ.ϰ ;ϭϯ.ϮͿ, Đoŵpaƌed to 
a ŵeaŶ of ϭϱ.ϭ ;ϵ.ϲͿ foƌ IŶstƌuŵeŶtal justifiĐatioŶs.  
ϱ.ϮϮ EǆploriŶg the struĐture of prefereŶĐes for ǀarious eleŵeŶts. 
Taďle ϱ.ϭϭ ďeloǁ shoǁs ǁhiĐh Đƌiŵe sĐeŶaƌios aƌe ƌepƌeseŶtatiǀe of iŶteƌaĐtioŶs ǁith a peƌsoŶ, aŶd 
ǁhiĐh iŶteƌaĐt ǁith pƌopeƌtǇ. The taďle also shoǁs the justifiĐatioŶs ǁhiĐh aƌe IŶstƌuŵeŶtal oƌ 
Eǆpƌessiǀe. 








IŶstruŵeŶtal justifiĐatioŶs Eǆpressiǀe justifiĐatioŶs Neutral justifiĐatioŶ 
͚Use  foƌĐe to get 
a seĐuƌitǇ guaƌd to 
opeŶ the ǀaŶ aŶd 
take the ŵoŶeǇ͛ 
͚FoƌĐe opeŶ a 
ǁiŶdoǁ aŶd take 
peƌsoŶal pƌopeƌtǇ 
fƌoŵ a house ǁith 
iŶteŶtioŶ of selliŶg 
these goods .͛ 
IŵagiŶe peƌhaps Ǉou ǁeƌe to 
ďeĐoŵe iŶtoǆiĐated aŶd Ǉou haǀe 
the eǆtƌa ĐoŶfideŶĐe of foƌ e.g. 
alĐohol oƌ ĐoĐaiŶe aŶd this 
situatioŶ pƌeseŶted itself, Ǉou 
possiďlǇ ǁouldŶ͛t eǀeŶ ƌeŵeŵďeƌ 
ǁhat happeŶed. Would Ǉou 
ĐoŶsideƌ paƌ takiŶg iŶ a Đƌiŵe like 
this? 
Hoǁ likelǇ do Ǉou thiŶk Ǉou 
ǁould ďe to Đoŵŵit a Đƌiŵe 
like this iŶ a life aŶd death 
situatioŶ foƌ aĐƋuiƌiŶg 
ŵoŶeǇ? 
ϮͿAƌe theƌe aŶǇ 
ĐiƌĐuŵstaŶĐes foƌ 
ǁhiĐh Ǉou Đould 
iŵagiŶe Ǉouƌself doiŶg 
aŶ aĐtioŶ like this? 
 
͚Use ŶeĐessaƌǇ 
thƌeat aŶd foƌĐe 
to get a shop 
assistaŶt to opeŶ 
the till aŶd take 
the ŵoŶeǇ͛ 
͚FoƌĐe opeŶ a 
ǁiŶdoǁ aŶd take 
peƌsoŶal pƌopeƌtǇ 
fƌoŵ a house ǁith 
iŶteŶtioŶ of selliŶg 
these goods .͛ 
Would Ǉou ĐoŶsideƌ ĐoŵŵittiŶg a 
Đƌiŵe like this if it ǁas daƌk at 
Ŷight aŶd theƌe ǁeƌe Ŷo otheƌ 
people aƌouŶd? No ǁitŶesses oƌ 
aŶǇ otheƌ people s͛ ƌeaĐtioŶs to 
affeĐt Ǉou. 
CoŶsideƌ a situatioŶ iŶ ǁhiĐh 
soŵeoŶe ǀeƌǇ Đlose to Ǉou 
Ŷeeded a ǀeƌǇ eǆpeŶsiǀe 
opeƌatioŶ aŶd this ǁould ďe 
the oŶlǇ ǁaǇ to aĐƋuiƌe the 
fuŶdiŶg. Would Ǉou eǀeƌ 




Taďle ϱ.ϴ ƌeǀeals that the fouƌ iteŵs ǁhiĐh desĐƌiďe IŶstƌuŵeŶtal PeƌsoŶ tǇpe sĐeŶaƌios haǀe siŵilaƌ 
sĐoƌes. Foƌ eǆaŵple, iteŵs ϰ ;guaƌd/daƌkͿ, ϴ ;shop/iŶtoǆͿ, aŶd ϵ ;shop/daƌkͿ haǀe sĐoƌes of ϭ.ϳϮ, 
ϭ.ϳϮ, aŶd ϭ.ϳϭ ƌespeĐtiǀelǇ. Iteŵ ϯ ;guaƌd/iŶtoǆͿ has a slightlǇ higheƌ sĐoƌe of ϭ.ϴϰ. The fouƌ iteŵs 
ƌepƌeseŶtiŶg IŶstƌuŵeŶtal PƌopeƌtǇ stǇle sĐeŶaƌios haǀe ŵoƌe ǀaƌiaďilitǇ. Foƌ eǆaŵple, iteŵs ϭϯ 
;ǁiŶdoǁ/iŶtoǆͿ aŶd ϭϰ ;ǁiŶdoǁ/daƌkͿ haǀe sĐoƌes ǁhiĐh aƌe siŵilaƌ to those iŶ IŶstƌuŵeŶtal PeƌsoŶ 
;ϭ.ϳϭ aŶd ϭ.ϲϲ ƌespeĐtiǀelǇͿ. Hoǁeǀeƌ, iteŵs ϭϴ ;puƌse/iŶtoǆͿ aŶd ϭϵ ;puƌse/daƌkͿ haǀe ŵuĐh higheƌ 
ƌespoŶses of Ϯ.ϯϮ aŶd Ϯ.ϰϬ. This iŶdiĐates a higheƌ leǀel of pƌepaƌedŶess to ĐaƌƌǇ out sĐeŶaƌios ǁhiĐh 
aƌe less seƌious, aŶd pƌoduĐe less of a gaiŶ. 
The fouƌ iteŵs ƌepƌeseŶtiŶg Eǆpƌessiǀe PeƌsoŶ stǇle sĐeŶaƌios haǀe slightlǇ higheƌ ƌespoŶses. Foƌ 
eǆaŵple, iteŵs ϭ ;guaƌd/life deathͿ aŶd ϱ ;guaƌd/eǆpeŶsiǀe opeƌatioŶͿ sĐoƌe Ϯ.ϱϲ aŶd Ϯ.ϲϵ 
ƌespeĐtiǀelǇ. Wheƌeas iteŵs ϲ ;shop/life deathͿ aŶd ;shop/eǆpeŶsiǀe opeƌatioŶͿ haǀe slightlǇ loǁeƌ 
sĐoƌes of Ϯ.ϯϴ aŶd Ϯ.ϰϵ. This suggests that paƌtiĐipaŶts shoǁed a higheƌ leǀel of pƌepaƌedŶess to 
ĐaƌƌǇ out a diƌeĐt iŶteƌaĐtioŶ attaĐh oŶ a guaƌd ǁheŶ the sĐeŶaƌio iŶdiĐates the aĐtioŶ is Ŷeeded to 
saǀe a life. 
The fouƌ iteŵs ƌepƌeseŶtiŶg Eǆpƌessiǀe PƌopeƌtǇ also haǀe higheƌ sĐoƌes, hoǁeǀeƌ theƌe is ŵoƌe 
ǀaƌiatioŶ ďetǁeeŶ the iŶdiǀidual iteŵ sĐoƌes. Foƌ eǆaŵple, iteŵs ϭϭ ;ǁiŶdoǁ life death Ϯ.ϭϴͿ aŶd ϭϮ 
;ǁiŶdoǁ/ eǆpeŶsiǀe opeƌatioŶ Ϯ.ϯϱͿ haǀe sĐoƌes ǁhiĐh aƌe ďeloǁ those iŶdiĐated foƌ Eǆpƌessiǀe 
justifiĐatioŶs, ǁheŶ diƌeĐted at a shop assistaŶt ;Ϯ.ϯϴ aŶd Ϯ.ϰϵͿ. Hoǁeǀeƌ, the ƌespoŶses giǀeŶ to 
iteŵs ϭϲ ;puƌse/life deathͿ aŶd ϮϬ ;puƌse/eǆpeŶsiǀe opeƌatioŶͿ haǀe the highest sĐoƌes iŶ the sĐale 
;Ϯ.ϳϮ aŶd Ϯ.ϵϱ ƌespeĐtiǀelǇͿ. This suggests that the paƌtiĐipaŶts iŶ this studǇ aƌe ŵost pƌepaƌed to 
ĐaƌƌǇ out loǁ seƌious Đƌiŵes ǁhiĐh pƌoduĐe loǁ leǀel of gaiŶ, ǁheŶ ĐoŵďiŶed ǁith justifiĐatioŶs 
ǁhiĐh iŶdiĐate the Ŷeed to pƌoteĐt a life. 
IŶ suŵŵaƌǇ, ǁheŶ ďoth Đƌiŵe aŶd justifiĐatioŶ pƌefeƌeŶĐes aƌe ĐoŶsideƌed, iŶdiǀiduals aƌe ŵost likelǇ 
to Đoŵŵit Đƌiŵes ǁith ŵiŶiŵal iŶteƌaĐtioŶ, aŶd iŵŵediate gaiŶs. These aƌe ŵost likelǇ ĐoŵďiŶed 
ǁith justifiĐatioŶs that iŶǀolǀe the pƌeseƌǀatioŶ of life. IŶdiǀiduals aƌe least likelǇ to ĐaƌƌǇ out Đƌiŵes 
ǁith Ŷo iŵŵediate gaiŶ, aŶd iŶǀolǀe pƌopeƌtǇ. These aƌe likelǇ to ďe ĐoŵďiŶed ǁith justifiĐatioŶs 
ǁhiĐh iŶdiĐate a ƌeduĐed ƌisk of deteĐtioŶ. 
The ƌaǁ data fƌoŵ the AO““ is eŶteƌed iŶto a Đoŵputeƌ pƌogƌaŵ kŶoǁŶ as HUDAP, ǁhiĐh pƌoduĐes 
aŶ ““A ;see Đhapteƌ ϰ foƌ detailsͿ. AŶ ““A ǁill test the ĐoŶstƌuĐt ǀaliditǇ of a ŵulti-faĐeted 
ƋuestioŶŶaiƌe suĐh as the oŶe applied iŶ the pƌeseŶt studǇ. UsiŶg HUDAP softǁaƌe, the fiƌst 
pƌojeĐtioŶ ;ǀeĐtoƌ ϭ ďǇ ǀeĐtoƌ ϮͿ of the tǁo diŵeŶsioŶal solutioŶ ǁas seleĐted. The ĐoeffiĐieŶt of 
alieŶatioŶ ;Boƌg & LiŶgoes, ϭϵϴϳͿ iŶdiĐates hoǁ ĐleaƌlǇ the ƌaŶk oƌdeƌs of the distaŶĐes ďetǁeeŶ the 
poiŶts ǁithiŶ the giǀeŶ spaĐe, ƌelate to the ƌaŶk oƌdeƌs of the ĐoeffiĐieŶts ďetǁeeŶ the iteŵs. IŶ 
geŶeƌal the loǁeƌ the ĐoeffiĐieŶt the ďetteƌ the fit, iŶ this iŶstaŶĐe the ĐoeffiĐieŶt is .Ϯϭ, ǁhiĐh 







Figure ϱ.ϵ. SSA plot shoǁiŶg struĐture of iteŵs oŶ the Attitude to OffeŶdiŶg StǇles SĐale. 
 
The ƌesults displaǇed aƌe fƌoŵ a Ϯ diŵeŶsioŶal, ϭ ǆ Ϯ pƌojeĐtioŶ ǁith a Đo-effiĐieŶt of .ϮϭϯϵϮ.  



















ϱ.Ϯϯ Notes oŶ geŶeral struĐture of iteŵs oŶ the SSA. 
The ““A shoǁŶ iŶ figuƌe ϱ.ϵ aďoǀe displaǇs the ǀaƌiaďles dispeƌsed aƌouŶd the plot; this suggests that 
theƌe is soŵe ǀaƌiaďilitǇ of ƌespoŶses foƌ the ǀaƌious iteŵs. The iteŵ desĐƌiptioŶs haǀe ďeeŶ 
shoƌteŶed foƌ ease of iŶteƌpƌetatioŶ, see taďle ϱ.ϭϮ foƌ full iteŵ desĐƌiptioŶ aŶd ““A laďels. The plot 
shoǁs eight ǀaƌiaďles iŶ the ďottoŵ left ƌegioŶ ;iteŵs ϭ, Ϯ, ϱ, ϲ, ϳ, ϭϭ, & ϭϱͿ. Iteŵs fƌoŵ the saŵe 
sĐeŶaƌio aƌe loĐated heƌe, suĐh as: ϭ ͚seĐuƌitǇ guaƌd/life oƌ death͛ aŶd ϱ ͚seĐuƌitǇ guaƌd/eǆpeŶsiǀe 
opeƌatioŶ͛. Theiƌ plaĐeŵeŶt togetheƌ iŶdiĐates theiƌ high ĐoƌƌelatioŶ, aŶd ƌefleĐts that iŶdiǀiduals 
haǀe shoǁŶ a siŵilaƌ leǀel of pƌefeƌeŶĐe to these tǁo iteŵs ĐoŶtaiŶiŶg this Đƌiŵe sĐeŶaƌio.  
Also aŵoŶgst these iteŵs iŶ the loǁeƌ left ƌegioŶ aƌe iteŵs ϲ ͚shop assistaŶt/life oƌ death͛ aŶd ϭϬ 
͚shop assistaŶt/eǆpeŶsiǀe opeƌatioŶ͛. This also suppoƌts the suggestioŶ that iŶdiǀiduals ǁill shoǁ a 
pƌefeƌeŶĐe foƌ sĐeŶaƌios ǁhiĐh iŶǀolǀe diƌeĐt iŶteƌaĐtioŶ ǁith a peƌsoŶ. The otheƌ iteŵs iŶ this ƌegioŶ 
aƌe ϭϭ & ϭϱ, ǁhiĐh ĐoŶtaiŶ the sĐeŶaƌio ͚foƌĐe opeŶ a ǁiŶdoǁ…͛ The plaĐeŵeŶt of these sĐeŶaƌios 
togetheƌ iŶ this ƌegioŶ iŶdiĐates that although these iteŵs aƌe fƌoŵ thƌee diffeƌeŶt sĐeŶaƌios, theǇ 
haǀe a ĐoŵŵoŶ faĐtoƌ that iŶdiǀiduals ǁill shoǁ a pƌefeƌeŶĐe foƌ. All of these Đƌiŵe sĐeŶaƌios 
pƌoduĐe a high leǀel of gaiŶ ĐoŵďiŶed ǁith a higheƌ leǀel of ƌisk; this suggests that iŶdiǀiduals ǁill 
shoǁ a pƌefeƌeŶĐe foƌ Đƌiŵe sĐeŶaƌios ǁhiĐh pƌoduĐe a high ƌisk/high gaiŶ. “iŵilaƌlǇ, all fouƌ of these 
iteŵs haǀe eŵotiǀe justifiĐatioŶs ǁhiĐh iŶdiĐate iŶteƌŶal ďeŶefits suĐh as saǀiŶg aŶotheƌ peƌsoŶ͛s life. 
This is possiďlǇ aŶotheƌ ĐoŵpoŶeŶt that iŶflueŶĐes iŶdiǀiduals to shoǁ a siŵilaƌ leǀel of pƌefeƌeŶĐe. 
Aďoǀe this ƌegioŶ, also oŶ the left aƌe iteŵs ϯ, ϰ, ϴ, ϵ, ϭϮ, ϭϯ & ϭϰ. Iteŵs suĐh as ϰ ͚seĐuƌitǇ 
guaƌd/daƌk Ŷo ǁitŶesses ,͛ aŶd ϴ ͚shop/iŶtoǆiĐated Ŷot ƌeŵeŵďeƌ͛ aƌe loĐated heƌe. This is fuƌtheƌ 
eǀideŶĐe to suggest that the stǇle of Đƌiŵe sĐeŶaƌio iŶflueŶĐes iŶdiǀiduals͛ leǀel of pƌefeƌeŶĐe. Iteŵ 
ϭϮ, ϭϯ, & ϭϰ iŶ this ƌegioŶ aƌe ƌepƌeseŶtatiǀe of the sĐeŶaƌio ͚foƌĐe opeŶ ǁiŶdoǁ….͛ This suggests 
that theƌe is a ĐoŵŵoŶ faĐtoƌ ďetǁeeŶ all of these iteŵs. All of these iteŵs aƌe siŵilaƌ to those iŶ 
the loǁeƌ left ƌegioŶ as theǇ pƌoduĐe a high ƌisk/high gaiŶ ĐoŵpoŶeŶt. Hoǁeǀeƌ, all the justifiĐatioŶs 
iŶ this ƌegioŶ iŶdiĐate eǆteƌŶal ďeŶefits, suĐh as Ŷot gettiŶg seeŶ oƌ Đaught. This suggests that the 
stǇle of the Đƌiŵe sĐeŶaƌio is Ŷot the oŶlǇ faĐtoƌ ǁhiĐh iŶflueŶĐes people͛s leǀel of pƌefeƌeŶĐe; the 
stǇle of the justifiĐatioŶ ǁill also iŶflueŶĐe paƌtiĐipaŶts͛ ƌespoŶses. 
The fiŶal ƌegioŶ to the loǁeƌ ƌight ĐoŶtaiŶs iteŵs ϭϲ, ϭϳ, ϭϴ, ϭϵ & ϮϬ. All of these iteŵs ƌepƌeseŶt the 
sĐeŶaƌio ͚take a puƌse that appeaƌs to ďe uŶatteŶded͛. Although all of these iteŵs aƌe iŶ the saŵe 
ƌegioŶ, the justifiĐatioŶ tǇpes aƌe diffeƌeŶtiated. The uppeƌ aƌea of this loǁeƌ ƌight ƌegioŶ has the 
tǁo IŶstƌuŵeŶtal justifiĐatioŶs aloŶg ǁith the Ŷeutƌal justifiĐatioŶ, aŶd the loǁeƌ aƌea of the ƌegioŶ 
ĐoŶtaiŶs the tǁo Eǆpƌessiǀe justifiĐatioŶs. This suggests that all of the IŶstƌuŵeŶtal justifiĐatioŶs, 
ƌegaƌdless of Đƌiŵe sĐeŶaƌio, aƌe iŶ the uppeƌ half of the plot aŶd all of the Eǆpƌessiǀe justifiĐatioŶs 
aƌe iŶ the loǁeƌ half. The fiǀe iteŵs iŶ this loǁeƌ ƌight ƌegioŶ aƌe less seƌious thaŶ the otheƌ iteŵs. 
Foƌ eǆaŵple, if a peƌsoŶ ǁas Đaught stealiŶg a puƌse, the puŶishŵeŶt ǁould ďe less thaŶ if theǇ 
ďƌoke iŶto a house. Also, this sĐeŶaƌio ǁould pƌoduĐe a ŵuĐh loǁeƌ leǀel of gaiŶ thaŶ the otheƌ 





The appliĐatioŶ of faĐet theoƌǇ deŶotes that ǀaƌiaďles aƌe eǆaŵiŶed oŶ the ďasis of ƌegioŶal 
ĐoŶtiguitǇ. Vaƌiaďles iŶ the saŵe ƌegioŶ shoǁ a high ĐoƌƌelatioŶ. The ďouŶdaƌies oŶ the ““A deŶote 
ƌegioŶs of siŵilaƌ sets of ǀaƌiaďles, these liŶes seƌǀe as a ďouŶdaƌǇ foƌ eaĐh ƌegioŶ ƌatheƌ thaŶ ďeiŶg 
a defiŶitioŶal ƌule. Iteŵs that aƌe Đloseƌ to the ďoƌdeƌs ŵaǇ iŶdiĐate that theǇ shaƌe siŵilaƌ Ƌualities 
of eaĐh adjoiŶiŶg ƌegioŶ. 
AŶ appƌopƌiate ǁaǇ to test the hǇpotheses usiŶg aŶ ““A is to estaďlish tǁo ĐƌiteƌioŶ. IŶ oƌdeƌ foƌ the 
hǇpotheses to ďe suppoƌted ǀaƌiaďles ŵust: 
a. Iteŵs pƌoposed to ŵeasuƌe eaĐh of the eleŵeŶts aďoǀe ǁill ďe loĐated iŶto distiŶĐt ƌegioŶ 
aƌeas. 























Figure ϱ.ϭϬ SSA plot shoǁiŶg struĐture of iteŵs defiŶed as tǇpe of target. 
 
The figuƌe aďoǀe is aŶ adaptatioŶ of figuƌe ϱ.ϵ. 




















ϱ.Ϯϰ StruĐture of iteŵs represeŶtiŶg Đriŵe sĐeŶarios targetiŶg PersoŶ or PropertǇ 
Iteŵs oŶe to teŶ ƌepƌeseŶt sĐeŶaƌios ǁhiĐh iŶdiĐate diƌeĐt iŶteƌaĐtioŶ ǁith a ǀiĐtiŵ ;PeƌsoŶͿ. Figuƌe 
ϱ.ϭϬ. aďoǀe shoǁs that all teŶ of these iteŵs aƌe iŶ the left ƌegioŶ of the plot; theƌefoƌe satisfǇiŶg 
ĐƌiteƌioŶ aͿ. Theƌe aƌe Ŷo otheƌ iteŵs iŶ this ƌegioŶ of the plot; this satisfies ĐƌiteƌioŶ ďͿ. This 
deŵoŶstƌates the high iŶteƌ-ĐoƌƌelatioŶ aŵoŶgst these iteŵs, aŶd the distiŶĐt pƌefeƌeŶĐe foƌ 
sĐeŶaƌios iŶǀolǀiŶg diƌeĐt ĐoŶtaĐt ǁith People, oǀeƌ those ǁith oŶlǇ iŶdiƌeĐt ĐoŶtaĐt thƌough 
PƌopeƌtǇ. Iteŵ Ŷuŵďeƌs oŶe to fiǀe ƌepƌeseŶt the sĐeŶaƌio ͚FoƌĐe a seĐuƌitǇ guaƌd to haŶd oǀeƌ the 
ŵoŶeǇ͛, aŶd iteŵs siǆ to teŶ ƌepƌeseŶt ͚FoƌĐe a shop assistaŶt to haŶd oǀeƌ the ŵoŶeǇ .͛ These teŶ 
iteŵs aƌe distƌiďuted thƌoughout the left side of the ““A ǁith Ŷo Đleaƌ aƌea ĐoŶtaiŶiŶg eaĐh Đƌiŵe 
tǇpe. This iŶdiĐates that the ŵajoƌitǇ of paƌtiĐipaŶts shoǁed a siŵilaƌ attitude to all teŶ iteŵs; leǀel 
of pƌefeƌeŶĐe is iŶflueŶĐed ďǇ the stǇle of offeŶĐe ƌatheƌ thaŶ iŶdiǀidual aĐts. The CƌoŶďaĐhs alpha 
sĐoƌes foƌ the teŶ iteŵs ƌepƌeseŶtiŶg PeƌsoŶ iŶteƌaĐtioŶs is.ϵϰϳ ǁhiĐh shoǁs that all of these iteŵs 
aƌe ŵeasuƌiŶg the saŵe uŶdeƌlǇiŶg ĐoŶstƌuĐt. 
Iteŵs eleǀeŶ to tǁeŶtǇ ƌepƌeseŶt sĐeŶaƌios ǁhiĐh iŶdiĐate iŶdiƌeĐt iŶteƌaĐtioŶs ;PƌopeƌtǇͿ. Figuƌe 
ϱ.ϭϬ aďoǀe shoǁs that all teŶ of these iteŵs aƌe loĐated to the ƌight side of the plot, this satisfies 
ĐƌiteƌioŶ aͿ. The ƌight side of the ““A is eǆĐlusiǀe to PƌopeƌtǇ sĐeŶaƌios, this satisfies ĐƌiteƌioŶ ďͿ. 
Although this ƌegioŶ satisfies ďoth ĐƌiteƌioŶs, theƌefoƌe ƌepƌeseŶtiŶg a distiŶĐt ƌegioŶ, the iteŵs 
ƌepƌeseŶtiŶg eaĐh of the tǁo Đƌiŵe sĐeŶaƌios aƌe iŶ distiŶĐt ideŶtifiaďle aƌeas. This suggests that 
paƌtiĐipaŶts ŵade a distiŶĐtioŶ ďetǁeeŶ the ĐoŶteŶt of these sĐeŶaƌios. The sĐeŶaƌio ͚foƌĐe opeŶ a 
ǁiŶdoǁ aŶd take goods ǁith the iŶteŶtioŶ of selliŶg theŵ oŶ͛ iŶĐludes tǁo aĐtioŶs. The fiƌst aĐtioŶ is 
foƌĐiŶg opeŶ a ǁiŶdoǁ, aŶd the seĐoŶd aĐtioŶ is to sell the goods oŶ. These aĐts ŵaǇ ƌeƋuiƌe soŵe 
degƌee of plaŶŶiŶg aŶd do Ŷot pƌoduĐe aŶ iŵŵediate gaiŶ. Wheƌeas the iteŵ ͚Take a puƌse that 
appeaƌs to ďe uŶatteŶded͛ is ŵoƌe of aŶ oppoƌtuŶistiĐ aĐt ǁhiĐh ƌeƋuiƌes Ŷo plaŶŶiŶg. AŶotheƌ 
distiŶĐtioŶ ďetǁeeŶ these sĐeŶaƌios ŵaǇ ďe the leǀel of seƌiousŶess aŶd leǀel of gaiŶ. BƌeakiŶg iŶto a 
house aŶd takiŶg goods Đould ďe thought of as a higheƌ ƌisk aŶd higheƌ gaiŶ aĐtiǀitǇ. Wheƌeas takiŶg 
aŶ uŶatteŶded puƌse is less of a ƌisk ǁith a loǁeƌ leǀel of gaiŶ. The CƌoŶďaĐhs alpha sĐoƌes foƌ the 
teŶ iteŵs ƌepƌeseŶtiŶg PƌopeƌtǇ iŶteƌaĐtioŶs is .ϵϰϲ ǁhiĐh shoǁs that all of these iteŵs aƌe 












Figure ϱ.ϭϭ SSA plot shoǁiŶg struĐture of iteŵs defiŶiŶg justifiĐatioŶ stǇles. 
 
The figuƌe aďoǀe is aŶ adaptatioŶ of figuƌe ϱ.ϵ. 





















ϱ.Ϯϱ StruĐture of iteŵs represeŶtiŶg IŶstruŵeŶtal or Eǆpressiǀe justifiĐatioŶs.   
Iteŵs ϯ, ϰ, ϴ, ϵ, ϭϯ, ϭϰ, ϭϴ aŶd ϭϵ ƌepƌeseŶt the tǁo IŶstƌuŵeŶtal justifiĐatioŶs ĐoŵďiŶed ǁith eaĐh 
of the Đƌiŵe sĐeŶaƌios. Iteŵs ϯ, ϴ, ϭϯ aŶd ϭϴ aƌe the justifiĐatioŶ ͚IŵagiŶe peƌhaps Ǉou ǁeƌe to 
ďeĐoŵe iŶtoǆiĐated aŶd Ǉou haǀe the eǆtƌa ĐoŶfideŶĐe of foƌ e.g. alĐohol oƌ ĐoĐaiŶe aŶd this situatioŶ 
pƌeseŶted itself, Ǉou possiďlǇ ǁouldŶ͛t eǀeŶ ƌeŵeŵďeƌ ǁhat happeŶed. Would Ǉou ĐoŶsideƌ paƌ 
takiŶg iŶ a Đƌiŵe like this? .͛ Iteŵs ϰ, ϵ, ϭϰ aŶd ϭϵ aƌe ͚Would Ǉou ĐoŶsideƌ ĐoŵŵittiŶg a Đƌiŵe like this 
if it ǁas daƌk at Ŷight aŶd theƌe ǁeƌe Ŷo otheƌ people aƌouŶd? No ǁitŶesses oƌ aŶǇ otheƌ people͛s 
ƌeaĐtioŶs to affeĐt Ǉou.͛  
Figuƌe ϱ.ϭϭ shoǁs that all of the IŶstƌuŵeŶtal justifiĐatioŶs aƌe loĐated iŶ the uppeƌ ƌegioŶ of the 
““A, thus satisfǇiŶg ĐƌiteƌioŶ aͿ. The uppeƌ ƌegioŶ of the ““A is eǆĐlusiǀe to IŶstƌuŵeŶtal 
justifiĐatioŶs, theƌefoƌe satisfǇiŶg ĐƌiteƌioŶ ďͿ. As all of the iteŵs ƌepƌeseŶtiŶg IŶstƌuŵeŶtal 
justifiĐatioŶs aƌe iŶ the saŵe ƌegioŶ, suppoƌt is giǀeŶ to the hǇpothesis that these stǇles foƌŵ a 
distiŶĐt eleŵeŶt. The ƌesults suggest that iŶdiǀiduals shoǁ a pƌefeƌeŶĐe toǁaƌds eitheƌ IŶstƌuŵeŶtal 
oƌ Eǆpƌessiǀe justifiĐatioŶs. The uppeƌ ƌegioŶ also ĐoŶtaiŶs iteŵs ϭϮ aŶd ϭϳ, these ƌepƌeseŶt the 
Ŷeutƌal justifiĐatioŶ ͚Aƌe theƌe aŶǇ ĐiƌĐuŵstaŶĐes foƌ ǁhiĐh Ǉou Đould iŵagiŶe Ǉouƌself doiŶg aŶ 
aĐtioŶ like this?͛ ĐoŵďiŶed ǁith the PƌopeƌtǇ Đƌiŵe sĐeŶaƌios. This iŶdiĐates that paƌtiĐipaŶts shoǁ a 
siŵilaƌ leǀel of pƌefeƌeŶĐe toǁaƌds PƌopeƌtǇ sĐeŶaƌios aŶd IŶstƌuŵeŶtal justifiĐatioŶs.  As all of the 
iteŵs ƌepƌeseŶtiŶg IŶstƌuŵeŶtal justifiĐatioŶs aƌe iŶ the saŵe ƌegioŶ, suppoƌt is giǀeŶ to the 
hǇpothesis that these stǇles foƌŵ a distiŶĐt eleŵeŶt. The CƌoŶďaĐhs alpha sĐoƌes foƌ the teŶ iteŵs 
ƌepƌeseŶtiŶg IŶstƌuŵeŶtal justifiĐatioŶs is .ϵϮϬ ǁhiĐh shoǁs that all of these iteŵs aƌe ŵeasuƌiŶg the 
saŵe uŶdeƌlǇiŶg ĐoŶstƌuĐt. 
Iteŵs ϭ, ϱ, ϲ, ϭϬ, ϭϭ, ϭϱ, ϭϲ, aŶd ϮϬ ƌepƌeseŶt Eǆpƌessiǀe stǇle justifiĐatioŶs. Iteŵs ϭ, ϲ, ϭϭ aŶd ϭϲ aƌe 
the justifiĐatioŶ ͚Hoǁ ŵuĐh do Ǉou thiŶk Ǉou Đould Đoŵŵit a Đƌiŵe like this iŶ a life aŶd death 
situatioŶ foƌ aĐƋuiƌiŶg ŵoŶeǇ?͛ Iteŵs ϱ, ϭϬ, ϭϱ aŶd ϮϬ aƌe the justifiĐatioŶ ͚CoŶsideƌ a situatioŶ iŶ 
ǁhiĐh soŵeoŶe ǀeƌǇ Đlose to Ǉou Ŷeeded a ǀeƌǇ eǆpeŶsiǀe opeƌatioŶ aŶd this ǁould ďe the oŶlǇ ǁaǇ 
to aĐƋuiƌe the fuŶdiŶg. Would Ǉou eǀeƌ ĐoŶsideƌ aŶ aĐtioŶ like this?͛ 
Figuƌe ϱ.ϭϭ aďoǀe shoǁs that all of the Eǆpƌessiǀe iteŵs aƌe loĐated iŶ the loǁeƌ ƌegioŶ of the plot, 
thus satisfǇiŶg ĐƌiteƌioŶ aͿ. The ƌesults suggest that iŶdiǀiduals shoǁ a siŵilaƌ attitude toǁaƌds 
Eǆpƌessiǀe justifiĐatioŶs ƌegaƌdless of the Đƌiŵe sĐeŶaƌio it ƌepƌeseŶts. This loǁeƌ ƌegioŶ ĐoŶtaiŶs 
iteŵs Ϯ aŶd ϳ, these ĐoŶtaiŶ the Ŷeutƌal justifiĐatioŶ ͚Aƌe theƌe aŶǇ ĐiƌĐuŵstaŶĐes foƌ ǁhiĐh Ǉou 
Đould iŵagiŶe Ǉouƌself doiŶg aŶ aĐtioŶ like this?͛ ĐoŵďiŶed ǁith PeƌsoŶ Đƌiŵe sĐeŶaƌios. This 
iŶdiĐates that paƌtiĐipaŶts shoǁ a siŵilaƌ leǀel of pƌefeƌeŶĐe toǁaƌds PeƌsoŶ sĐeŶaƌios aŶd 
Eǆpƌessiǀe justifiĐatioŶs.  As all of the iteŵs ƌepƌeseŶtiŶg Eǆpƌessiǀe justifiĐatioŶs aƌe iŶ the saŵe 
ƌegioŶ, suppoƌt is giǀeŶ to the hǇpothesis that these stǇles foƌŵ a distiŶĐt eleŵeŶt. The CƌoŶďaĐhs 
alpha sĐoƌes foƌ the teŶ iteŵs ƌepƌeseŶtiŶg Eǆpƌessiǀe justifiĐatioŶs is .ϵϰϴ ǁhiĐh shoǁs that all of 







Figure ϱ.ϭϮ SSA plot defiŶiŶg ďoth Đriŵe sĐeŶario aŶd justifiĐatioŶ stǇles. 
 
The figuƌe aďoǀe is aŶ adaptatioŶ of figuƌe ϱ.ϵ. 
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The joiŶt aĐtioŶ of the “ĐeŶaƌio aŶd JustifiĐatioŶ faĐets pƌoduĐes fouƌ distiŶĐt ƌegioŶs oŶ the ““A 
shoǁŶ iŶ figuƌe ϱ.ϭϮ. The stƌuĐtuƌe of the ““A deŵoŶstƌates that pƌefeƌeŶĐes foƌ diffeƌeŶt tǇpes of 
Đƌiŵes depeŶd oŶ the justifiĐatioŶ applied to it, aŶd ǀiĐe ǀeƌsa. The tǇpe of Đƌiŵe aŶd the 
justifiĐatioŶ applied to it, ĐoŵďiŶe to pƌoduĐe the folloǁiŶg gƌoups: 
Eǆpressiǀe PropertǇ-The sĐeŶaƌio iŶdiĐates it is ŶeĐessaƌǇ foƌ iŶdiƌeĐt iŶteƌaĐtioŶ ǁith 
oďjeĐts, ĐoŵďiŶed ǁith justifiĐatioŶs ǁhiĐh haǀe iŶteƌŶal ďeŶefits suĐh as saǀiŶg a life. 
IŶstruŵeŶtal PropertǇ- The sĐeŶaƌio iŶdiĐates it is ŶeĐessaƌǇ foƌ iŶdiƌeĐt iŶteƌaĐtioŶ ǁith 
oďjeĐts, ĐoŵďiŶed ǁith justifiĐatioŶs ǁhiĐh haǀe eǆteƌŶal ďeŶefits suĐh as Ŷot gettiŶg seeŶ 
oƌ Đaught. 
Eǆpressiǀe PersoŶ-The sĐeŶaƌio iŶdiĐates it is ŶeĐessaƌǇ foƌ diƌeĐt iŶteƌaĐtioŶ ǁith a peƌsoŶ, 
ĐoŵďiŶed ǁith justifiĐatioŶs ǁhiĐh haǀe iŶteƌŶal ďeŶefits suĐh as saǀiŶg a life. 
IŶstruŵeŶtal PersoŶ- The sĐeŶaƌio iŶdiĐates it is ŶeĐessaƌǇ foƌ diƌeĐt iŶteƌaĐtioŶ ǁith a 
peƌsoŶ, ĐoŵďiŶed ǁith justifiĐatioŶs ǁhiĐh haǀe eǆteƌŶal ďeŶefits suĐh as Ŷot gettiŶg seeŶ oƌ 
Đaught. 
ϱ.Ϯϲ UsiŶg FaĐtor AŶalǇsis to eǆaŵiŶe struĐture of sĐale. 
WheŶ eǆploƌatoƌǇ faĐtoƌ aŶalǇsis is ĐoŶduĐted oŶ the ƌaǁ data, a thƌee faĐtoƌ stƌuĐtuƌe is suggested. 
 
Taďle ϱ.ϭϲ Taďle of faĐtor loadiŶgs for iteŵs oŶ the Attitude to OffeŶdiŶg StǇle SĐale. 
 Component 
1 2 3 
6necessary force & threat on shop assist, life & death situ .898 .406 .491 
10necessary force & threat on shop assist, only way for operation .893 .387 .594 
1force security van, life & death situ .843 .401 .496 
5force security van, only way for operation .840 .367 .622 
11Force window & intend to sell, life & death situ .832 .566 .497 
15Force window & intend to sell, only way for operation .826 .507 .609 
2force security van, any circumstance can imagine .780 .356 .681 
7necessary force & threat on shop assist,any circumstance can imagine .766 .310 .687 
19take unattended purse, dark no witness reaction .433 .930 .527 
18take unattended purse, intoxicated not remember .431 .910 .596 
17take unattended purse, any circumstance can imagine .545 .884 .559 
16take unattended purse, life & death situ .739 .821 .406 
20take unattended purse, only way for operation .701 .815 .393 
9necessary force & threat on shop assist, dark no witness reaction .527 .369 .866 
8necessary force & threat on shop assist,intoxicated not remember .579 .460 .851 
14Force window & intend to sell, dark no witness reaction .544 .477 .837 
4force security van, dark no witness reaction .503 .356 .819 
13Force window & intend to sell, intoxicated not remember .557 .541 .790 
3force security van, intoxicated not remember .518 .382 .788 
12Force window & intend to sell, any circumstance can imagine .710 .426 .740 
 
EǆtƌaĐtioŶ Method: PƌiŶĐipal CoŵpoŶeŶt AŶalǇsis. 




Taďle ϱ.ϭϲ aďoǀe shoǁs the FaĐtoƌ AŶalǇsis ǀalues aŶd iŶdiĐates thƌee ĐoŵpoŶeŶts; these ĐaŶ ďe 
laďelled High gaiŶ Eǆpƌessiǀe iteŵs, High gaiŶ IŶstƌuŵeŶtal iteŵs, aŶd Loǁ gaiŶ iteŵs. This is a 
slightlǇ diffeƌeŶt iŶteƌpƌetatioŶ thaŶ that alƌeadǇ pƌeseŶted. The CƌoŶďaĐh͛s Alpha sĐoƌe foƌ the ϳ 
iteŵs ƌepƌeseŶtiŶg High gaiŶ oďjeĐtiǀe ƌeasoŶ is .ϵϮϰ, ǁhiĐh iŶdiĐates that these iteŵs aƌe ŵeasuƌiŶg 
the saŵe ĐoŶstƌuĐt. 
ϱ.Ϯϳ Iteŵs loadiŶg oŶ FaĐtor ϭ: High gaiŶ Eŵotiǀe. 
The iteŵs ǁith the highest loadiŶgs iŶ faĐtoƌ ϭ ƌepƌeseŶt aĐtiǀities that Đould ďe ĐoŶsideƌed high 
gaiŶ. Foƌ eǆaŵple, taďle ϱ.ϭϲ shoǁs that iteŵ ϲ has the highest loadiŶg iŶ faĐtoƌ ϭ ;.ϴϵϴͿ, the Đƌiŵe 
sĐeŶaƌio is  ͚Use ŶeĐessaƌǇ thƌeat aŶd foƌĐe to get a shop assistaŶt to opeŶ the till aŶd take the 
ŵoŶeǇ͛; this ƌefleĐts the high gaiŶ eleŵeŶt. All of the iteŵs ǁithiŶ this faĐtoƌ haǀe Eǆpƌessiǀe 
justifiĐatioŶs, foƌ eǆaŵple, the justifiĐatioŶ iŶ iteŵ ϭϬ ͚CoŶsideƌ a situatioŶ iŶ ǁhiĐh soŵeoŶe ǀeƌǇ 
Đlose to Ǉou Ŷeeded a ǀeƌǇ eǆpeŶsiǀe opeƌatioŶ aŶd this ǁould ďe the oŶlǇ ǁaǇ to aĐƋuiƌe the 
fuŶdiŶg. Would Ǉou eǀeƌ ĐoŶsideƌ aŶ aĐtioŶ like this?͛ is Eǆpƌessiǀe as it suggests eŵotiǀe iŶteƌŶal 
ďeŶefits. The teƌŵ ͚Eǆpƌessiǀe͛ is also used ďǇ a Ŷuŵďeƌ of ƌeseaƌĐheƌs to desĐƌiďe Đƌiŵe stǇles, 
theƌefoƌe it is suggested that the justifiĐatioŶ stǇle ďe laďelled ͚Eŵotiǀe͛ to ƌeduĐe aŶǇ ĐoŶfusioŶ 
ƌegaƌdiŶg teƌŵs. The CƌoŶďaĐh͛s Alpha sĐoƌe foƌ the ϴ iteŵs ƌepƌeseŶtiŶg High gaiŶ eŵotiǀe ƌeasoŶ is 
.ϵϰϭ, ǁhiĐh iŶdiĐates that these iteŵs aƌe ŵeasuƌiŶg the saŵe ĐoŶstƌuĐt. 
ϱ.Ϯϴ Iteŵs loadiŶg oŶ FaĐtor Ϯ: Loǁ gaiŶ. 
The iteŵs ǁith the highest loadiŶg oŶ faĐtoƌ Ϯ aƌe all fƌoŵ the sĐeŶaƌio ͚Take a puƌse that appeaƌs 
uŶatteŶded͛ ;iteŵs ϭϲ, ϭϳ, ϭϴ, ϭϵ, aŶd ϮϬͿ. As Ŷoted aďoǀe, it is possiďle that this sĐeŶaƌio ŵaǇ ďe 
peƌĐeiǀed as a loǁeƌ ƌisk aĐtiǀitǇ; hoǁeǀeƌ, the gaiŶ aĐƋuiƌed fƌoŵ this sĐeŶaƌio ǁould peƌhaps Ŷot 
ďe as high as that ǁhiĐh Đould ďe gaiŶed fƌoŵ otheƌ sĐeŶaƌios. The iteŵs loadiŶg oŶ this faĐtoƌ 
ĐoŶtaiŶs ďoth Eǆpƌessiǀe aŶd IŶstƌuŵeŶtal justifiĐatioŶs. The CƌoŶďaĐh͛s Alpha sĐoƌe foƌ the ϱ iteŵs 
ƌepƌeseŶtiŶg Loǁ gaiŶ all ƌeasoŶ is .ϵϯϵ, ǁhiĐh iŶdiĐates that these iteŵs aƌe ŵeasuƌiŶg the saŵe 
ĐoŶstƌuĐt. 
ϱ.Ϯϵ Iteŵs loadiŶg oŶ FaĐtor ϯ: High gaiŶ IŶstruŵeŶtal. 
The iteŵs ǁith the highest loadiŶgs iŶ faĐtoƌ ϯ also ƌepƌeseŶt aĐtiǀities that Đould ďe ĐoŶsideƌed high 
ƌisk aŶd high gaiŶ. Foƌ eǆaŵple; iteŵ ϰ ;.ϴϭϵͿ is fƌoŵ the sĐeŶaƌio ͚Use foƌĐe to get a seĐuƌitǇ guaƌd 
to opeŶ the ǀaŶ aŶd take the ŵoŶeǇ͛. All of the justifiĐatioŶs ǁithiŶ this faĐtoƌ aƌe IŶstƌuŵeŶtal 
justifiĐatioŶs. Foƌ eǆaŵple, iteŵϯ has the justifiĐatioŶ ͚Would Ǉou ĐoŶsideƌ ĐoŵŵittiŶg a Đƌiŵe like 
this if it ǁas daƌk at Ŷight aŶd theƌe ǁeƌe Ŷo otheƌ people aƌouŶd? No ǁitŶesses oƌ aŶǇ otheƌ 
people͛s ƌeaĐtioŶs to affeĐt Ǉou.͛  These justifiĐatioŶs aƌe IŶstƌuŵeŶtal as theǇ suggest eǆteƌŶal 
ďeŶefits suĐh as Ŷot gettiŶg seeŶ oƌ Đaught. “iŵilaƌ to that stated aďoǀe, the teƌŵ ͚IŶstƌuŵeŶtal͛ is 
used ďǇ a Ŷuŵďeƌ of ƌeseaƌĐheƌs to defiŶe offeŶdiŶg. Theƌefoƌe, this justifiĐatioŶ stǇle is laďelled 
͚OďjeĐtiǀe͛ iŶ oƌdeƌ to ƌeduĐe ĐoŶfusioŶ. 
ϱ.ϯϬ SuŵŵarǇ of struĐture of attitudes. 
The ““A͛s outliŶed eaƌlieƌ, diffeƌeŶtiated ďetǁeeŶ IŶstƌuŵeŶtal/Eǆpƌessiǀe eleŵeŶts; the faĐtoƌ 
aŶalǇsis suppoƌts this distiŶĐtioŶ ďǇ also diffeƌeŶtiatiŶg IŶstƌuŵeŶtal aŶd Eǆpƌessiǀe stǇle 
justifiĐatioŶs. Hoǁeǀeƌ, the faĐtoƌ aŶalǇsis does Ŷot diffeƌeŶtiate ďetǁeeŶ PeƌsoŶ/PƌopeƌtǇ 
sĐeŶaƌios; iŶstead it defiŶes leǀel of gaiŶ. This ŵeaŶs that the thƌee ƌegioŶs Đould ďe laďelled 'High 
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gaiŶ sĐeŶaƌios ǁith OďjeĐtiǀe justifiĐatioŶs', 'High gaiŶ sĐeŶaƌios ǁith Eŵotiǀe justifiĐatioŶs', aŶd loǁ 





























Figure ϱ.ϭϯ SSA plot shoǁiŶg struĐture of iteŵs defiŶiŶg three faĐtors. 
 
The figuƌe aďoǀe is aŶ adaptatioŶ of figuƌe ϱ.ϵ. 

























The faĐtoƌ aŶalǇsis adds to the uŶdeƌstaŶdiŶg of the ǁaǇ iŶ ǁhiĐh iŶdiǀiduals ƌepƌeseŶt ǀaƌious 
Đƌiŵe sĐeŶaƌios, gaiŶs, aŶd justifiĐatioŶs. The ““A iŶ figuƌe ϱ.ϭϯ aďoǀe, shoǁs the sĐeŶaƌios ǁhiĐh 
iŶǀolǀe iŶteƌaĐtioŶ ǁith a peƌsoŶ oŶ the left, sĐeŶaƌios ǁith iŶteƌaĐtioŶ ǁith pƌopeƌtǇ oŶ the ƌight, 
IŶstƌuŵeŶtal justifiĐatioŶ iŶ the uppeƌ ƌegioŶ aŶd Eǆpƌessiǀe justifiĐatioŶ iŶ the loǁeƌ ƌegioŶ. 
Hoǁeǀeƌ, ǁheŶ the oǀeƌall ĐoŶfiguƌatioŶ of poiŶts is ĐaƌefullǇ eǆaŵiŶed, it is eǀideŶt that theƌe is a 
distiŶĐt spaĐe ďetǁeeŶ the iteŵs ƌepƌeseŶtiŶg the sĐeŶaƌio ͚take a puƌse….͛ aŶd the otheƌ sĐeŶaƌios. 
WheŶ this eǀideŶĐe is ĐoŵďiŶed ǁith the faĐtoƌ aŶalǇsis ƌesults, it iŶdiĐates that it ǁould ďe ŵoƌe 
appƌopƌiate to ĐoŶsideƌ sĐeŶaƌios iŶ teƌŵs of the leǀel of gaiŶ, iŶstead of ǁhetheƌ theǇ iŶteƌaĐt ǁith 
PeƌsoŶ oƌ PƌopeƌtǇ. 
IŶ suŵŵaƌǇ, iŶitial ĐoŶsideƌatioŶ of the ĐoŶfiguƌatioŶ of poiŶts oŶ the ““A iŶdiĐated that iteŵs Đould 
ďe defiŶed as IŶstƌuŵeŶtal oƌ Eǆpƌessiǀe justifiĐatioŶs, aŶd the Đƌiŵe sĐeŶaƌios defiŶed as PeƌsoŶ oƌ 
PƌopeƌtǇ, as suĐh the ““A should ďe diǀided iŶto fouƌ ƌegioŶs. It ǁas fuƌtheƌ suggested that PƌopeƌtǇ 
Đƌiŵe sĐeŶaƌios ĐaŶ ďe ĐoŶĐeptualised iŶto Loǁ gaiŶ aŶd High gaiŶ. Hoǁeǀeƌ, ƌesults fƌoŵ the faĐtoƌ 
aŶalǇsis iŶdiĐate that the iteŵs should ďe defiŶed as ďeiŶg High gaiŶ OďjeĐtiǀe, High gaiŶ Eŵotiǀe, 
aŶd Loǁ gaiŶ. Afteƌ Đaƌeful ĐoŶsideƌatioŶ of the distaŶĐes ďetǁeeŶ poiŶts oŶ the ““A plot, it is 
ĐoŶĐluded that the ““A should ďe defiŶed ďǇ the thƌee faĐtoƌs iŶdiĐated iŶ faĐtoƌ aŶalǇsis. 
ϱ.ϯϭ EǆaŵiŶiŶg iŶdiǀidual differeŶĐes iŶ leǀels of prefereŶĐe. 
A total of 140 males and 150 females completed the AOSS 





















Table 5.18 Age and gender difference in AOSS regions 
AOSS subgroup Gender Age bracket Mean SD N 
High gain Objective reason Male Under 30 15.16 9.349 117 
Over 30 12.26 10.678 23 
Total 14.69 9.600 140 
Female Under 30 10.28 5.119 117 
Over 30 8.45 3.751 33 
Total 9.88 4.899 150 
Total Under 30 12.72 7.909 234 
Over 30 10.02 7.574 56 
Total 12.20 7.905 290 
High gain Emotive reason Male Under 30 23.38 13.692 117 
Over 30 15.13 11.944 23 
Total 22.02 13.727 140 
Female Under 30 16.58 9.941 117 
Over 30 10.73 4.382 33 
Total 15.29 9.326 150 
Total Under 30 19.98 12.415 234 
Over 30 12.54 8.545 56 
Total 18.54 12.117 290 
Low gain all reasons Male Under 30 15.15 8.762 117 
Over 30 10.22 9.826 23 
Total 14.34 9.095 140 
Female Under 30 11.91 7.690 117 
Over 30 8.58 6.394 33 
Total 11.17 7.532 150 
Total Under 30 13.53 8.385 234 
Over 30 9.25 7.941 56 
Total 12.70 8.459 290 
5.31.1 Individual differences in High gain objective reasons. 
A 2x2 design was employed to investigate scores on High gain objective reason, where gender and 
age were between suďjeĐt͛s factors.  
The main effect of gender is significant F (1, 3) =14.715, p < 0.0001, with a large power of .969. 
The main effect of age is significant F (1, 3) = 4.361, p < 0.05, with a medium power of .548. 
The main effect of age x gender is not significant F (1, 3) = 0.225, p = .636, with a small power of .076. 
The results from the ANOVA, and table 5.18 above, both show that males have significantly higher 
sĐoƌes thaŶ feŵales iŶ the AO““ ƌegioŶ ͚High gaiŶ oďjeĐtiǀe ƌeasoŶs͛. The ANOVA shoǁs that the 
differences between these scores are large. The table and ANOVA also reveal that those who are 
under 30 years old have significantly higher scores than those over 30. However, the power shows 
that the difference between these scores is fairly small. There was no significant interaction effect 
between age and gender.  
5.31.2 Individual differences in High gain Emotive reasons. 
A 2x2 design was employed to investigate scores on High gain emotive reason, where gender and 
age were between suďjeĐt͛s factors.  
The main effect of gender is significant F (1, 3) = 10.677, p < 0.005, with a large power of .903. 
The main effect of age is significant F (1, 3) = 16.926, p < 0.0001, with a large power of .984.  
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The main effect of age x gender is not significant F (1, 3) = 0.487, p= .486, with a small power of .107.  
The ANOVA and table 5.18 above both show that males have significantly higher scores than females 
iŶ the AO““ ƌegioŶ of ͚High gaiŶ eŵotiǀe ƌeasoŶs͛. The ANOVA ƌeǀeals that the diffeƌeŶĐe ďetǁeeŶ 
these scores is large. The table and ANOVA also show that those under 30 have significantly higher 
scores than those over 30, the difference between these scores is large. However, there were no 
significant interaction effects between age and gender.  
5.31.3 Individual differences in Low gain all reasons. 
A 2x2 design was employed to investigate scores on Low gain all reason, where gender and age were 
between subjects factors.  
The main effect of gender is significant F (1, 3) = 3.919, p < 0.05, with a medium power of .505. 
The main effect of age is significant F (1, 3) = 11.203, p < 0.005, with a large power of .916. 
The main effect of age x gender is not significant F (1, 3) = .423, p = .516, with a small power of .099.  
The ANOVA and table 5.16above reveal that males have significantly higher scores than females in 
the AO““ ƌegioŶ of ͚Loǁ gaiŶ all ƌeasoŶs͛. Hoǁeǀeƌ, the diffeƌeŶĐe ďetǁeeŶ these sĐoƌes is ƌelatiǀelǇ 
small. The results also show that those who are under 30 have significantly higher scores than those 
over 30, and this is a large difference. There were no significant interaction effects between age and 
gender.  
ϱ.ϯϮ SuŵŵarǇ of AOSS. 
The Attitude to OffeŶdiŶg “tǇle “Đale pƌeseŶts paƌtiĐipaŶts ǁith a ƌaŶge of hǇpothetiĐal Đƌiŵe 
sĐeŶaƌios aŶd justifiĐatioŶ stǇles. This sĐale ŵeasuƌes attitude toǁaƌds these iteŵs ďǇ askiŶg 
paƌtiĐipaŶts to iŶdiĐate ǁhat Đƌiŵes theǇ ǁould ďe pƌepaƌed to ĐaƌƌǇ out uŶdeƌ the ǀaƌious 
ĐiƌĐuŵstaŶĐes. The ƌespoŶses iŶdiĐate ǁhiĐh stǇles of Đƌiŵe aŶd justifiĐatioŶs paƌtiĐipaŶts haǀe a 
positiǀe attitude toǁaƌds, aŶd as suĐh ƌeǀeal pƌefeƌeŶĐe foƌ diffeƌeŶt stǇles of aĐtioŶ. 
As stated iŶ the opeŶiŶg Đhapteƌs, the TheoƌǇ of ‘easoŶed AĐtioŶ pƌoposes that ďehaǀiouƌ is 
iŶflueŶĐed ďǇ attitude. Theƌefoƌe, it is ƌeasoŶaďle to assuŵe that aŶǇ attitudiŶal pƌefeƌeŶĐes aƌe 
likelǇ to ďe ƌefleĐts iŶ ďehaǀiouƌ aĐƌoss ǀaƌious ĐoŶteǆts. “ituatioŶal effeĐts should haǀe little effeĐt 
oŶ suĐh deeplǇ ƌooted ďeliefs aŶd pƌefeƌeŶĐes. 
IŶitial ĐoŶsideƌatioŶ of the ĐoŶfiguƌatioŶ of poiŶts oŶ the ““A plot suggests that siŵilaƌ leǀels of 
pƌefeƌeŶĐe aƌe shoǁŶ foƌ Đƌiŵe sĐeŶaƌios iŶǀolǀiŶg eitheƌ PeƌsoŶ oƌ PƌopeƌtǇ. PƌefeƌeŶĐes ǁeƌe also 
eǀideŶt foƌ IŶstƌuŵeŶtal ;ƌeduĐed ƌisk of deteĐtioŶͿ oƌ Eǆpƌessiǀe ;to pƌeseƌǀe lifeͿ justifiĐatioŶ 
stǇles. This ƌesulted iŶ the ““A ďeiŶg diǀided iŶto fouƌ ƌegioŶs of pƌefeƌeŶĐes: IŶstƌuŵeŶtal PeƌsoŶ, 
IŶstƌuŵeŶtal PƌopeƌtǇ, Eǆpƌessiǀe PeƌsoŶ aŶd Eǆpƌessiǀe PƌopeƌtǇ. Hoǁeǀeƌ, afteƌ ĐoŶsideƌatioŶ of 
ƌesults fƌoŵ eǆploƌatoƌǇ faĐtoƌ aŶalǇsis, the ““A is diǀided iŶto thƌee ƌegioŶs: High gaiŶ oďjeĐtiǀe 
ƌeasoŶ, High gaiŶ eŵotiǀe ƌeasoŶ, aŶd Loǁ gaiŶ all ƌeasoŶ pƌefeƌeŶĐes. IŶdiǀiduals haǀe the highest 
sĐoƌes foƌ iteŵs iŶ the loǁ gaiŶ all ƌeasoŶ ƌegioŶ, aŶd the loǁest sĐoƌes foƌ iteŵs iŶ the high ƌisk/high 
gaiŶ IŶstƌuŵeŶtal ƌegioŶ. 
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Theƌe aƌe iŶdiǀidual diffeƌeŶĐes iŶ all thƌee ƌegioŶs of the ““A, ŵales sĐoƌe sigŶifiĐaŶtlǇ higheƌ thaŶ 
feŵales. This suggests ŵales haǀe ŵoƌe of a positiǀe attitude toǁaƌds these stǇles of Đƌiŵe aŶd 
justifiĐatioŶs. “iŵilaƌlǇ, those uŶdeƌ ϯϬ haǀe sigŶifiĐaŶtlǇ higheƌ sĐoƌes thaŶ those oǀeƌ ϯϬ foƌ all 
thƌee ƌegioŶs. These ƌesults ƌefleĐt those fouŶd iŶ a ǁide ǀaƌietǇ of liteƌatuƌe ǁhiĐh suggests that 
ŵales uŶdeƌ ϯϬ haǀe a ŵoƌe faǀouƌaďle attitude toǁaƌds ŵaŶǇ Đƌiŵe stǇles thaŶ feŵales aŶd those 
oǀeƌ ϯϬ. 
The sĐoƌes fƌoŵ this sĐale ĐaŶ pƌoǀide a useful aŶd ŵeaŶiŶgful ǁaǇ of ŵeasuƌiŶg attitude aŶd 
pƌefeƌeŶĐes toǁaƌds Đƌiŵe, iŶ the foƌŵ of hǇpothetiĐal sĐeŶaƌios. The stƌuĐtuƌe of these attitudes 
























Chapter ϲ. EǀaluatiŶg the struĐture of iŶterpersoŶal persoŶalitǇ as ŵeasured ďǇ the FI‘O-B. 
CaŶteƌ ;ϭϵϴϵͿ pƌoposes that Đƌiŵe is aŶ iŶteƌpeƌsoŶal iŶteƌaĐtioŶ, aŶd aŶǇ ŵeasuƌeŵeŶt of 
iŶdiǀidual diffeƌeŶĐes should ĐoŶsideƌ this. Thƌoughout aŶǇ ĐƌiŵiŶal aĐtioŶ, the offeŶdeƌ is 
iŶteƌaĐtiŶg ǁith a ǀiĐtiŵ, this ŵaǇ ďe iŶ a diƌeĐt ǁaǇ ǁith Đƌiŵes suĐh as ŵuƌdeƌ, oƌ assault, oƌ iŶ aŶ 
iŶdiƌeĐt ǁaǇ ǁith Đƌiŵes suĐh as ďuƌglaƌǇ oƌ theft. Theƌefoƌe, aŶ appƌopƌiate ŵeasuƌe of aŶ 
offeŶdeƌ͛s peƌsoŶalitǇ ǁould ďe oŶe that foĐuses oŶ the ǁaǇ the iŶdiǀidual haďituallǇ iŶteƌaĐts ǁith 
otheƌs. “hultz͛s ;ϭϵϱϴͿ FuŶdaŵeŶtal IŶteƌpeƌsoŶal ‘elatioŶs OƌieŶtatioŶ ;FI‘OͿ sĐale, ŵeasuƌes suĐh 
iŶteƌaĐtioŶs as aspeĐts of iŶteƌpeƌsoŶal peƌsoŶalitǇ. 
“Đhutz ;ϭϵϱϴͿ deǀeloped the FI‘O-B to ideŶtifǇ aŶd ŵeasuƌe eleŵeŶts of iŶteƌpeƌsoŶal teŶdeŶĐies. 
“Đhutz ŵade Đleaƌ that the ĐoŶstƌuĐtioŶ of this sĐale is ďased oŶ FaĐet theoƌǇ pƌoĐeduƌes ;GuttŵaŶ, 
ϭϵϱϰͿ. The fiƌst faĐet desĐƌiďes the foƌŵ ƌelatioŶships take, this faĐet has thƌee eleŵeŶts: CoŶtƌol, 
AffeĐtioŶ, aŶd IŶĐlusioŶ. The seĐoŶd faĐet desĐƌiďes the foƌŵs of ďehaǀiouƌ iŶto diffeƌeŶt ŵodes: 
Eǆpƌessed oƌ ‘eĐeiǀed. Eǆpƌessed ďehaǀiouƌs aƌe those ǁhiĐh ǁe outǁaƌdlǇ pƌojeĐt aŶd the ǁaǇ ǁe 
tƌeat otheƌ people. ‘eĐeiǀed ďehaǀiouƌs desĐƌiďe the ǁaǇ otheƌ people tƌeat us. 
The sĐale is stƌuĐtuƌed iŶto siǆ suď gƌoups ǁhiĐh ƌepƌeseŶt diffeƌeŶt ĐoŵďiŶatioŶs of iŶteƌpeƌsoŶal 
teŶdeŶĐies. Hoǁeǀeƌ, theƌe has ďeeŶ ŵuĐh ĐƌitiĐisŵ oǀeƌ the stƌuĐtuƌe of the sĐale. MaŶǇ studies 
haǀe iŶdiĐated that the faĐets of IŶĐlusioŶ aŶd AffeĐtioŶ aƌe pƌoďleŵatiĐ ;HuƌleǇ ϭϵϵϬ; MaĐƌossoŶ 
ϮϬϬϬ; MahoŶeǇ aŶd “tassoŶ ϮϬϬϱ; DaŶĐeƌ aŶd Woods ϮϬϬϲ; FuƌŶhaŵ ϮϬϬϴͿ. As poiŶted out iŶ the 
opeŶiŶg Đhapteƌs, “Đhutz pƌoǀides aŶ ad hoĐ ĐodiŶg stƌuĐtuƌe aŶd iteŵs aƌe suŵŵed iŶto these suď 
gƌoups. Hoǁeǀeƌ, theƌe is Ŷo test of the ǁaǇs iŶ ǁhiĐh the iŶdiǀidual iteŵs aƌe ƌelated. Theƌefoƌe, the 
puƌpose of the pƌeseŶt Đhapteƌ is to eǆaŵiŶe the stƌuĐtuƌe of the FI‘O-B. The aŶalǇsis ǁill eǆaŵiŶe 
the sĐoƌes foƌ eaĐh iŶdiǀidual iteŵ ƌatheƌ thaŶ usiŶg the ĐodiŶg fƌaŵeǁoƌk pƌoposed ďǇ “Đhutz.  
It is hǇpothesised that the iŶdiǀidual iteŵs ǁill ďe diffeƌeŶtiated iŶto those ǁhiĐh ƌepƌeseŶt 
IŶĐlusioŶ, CoŶtƌol, aŶd OpeŶŶess. It is also hǇpothesised that the iteŵs ǁill ďe diffeƌeŶtiated iŶto 
those ǁhiĐh aƌe Eǆpƌessed ;the ǁaǇ ǁe tƌeat otheƌsͿ aŶd ‘eĐeiǀed ;the ǁaǇ otheƌs tƌeat usͿ. It is 
pƌoposed that the ŵode aŶd foƌŵ of ďehaǀiouƌ ǁill ĐoŵďiŶe to pƌoduĐe siǆ distiŶĐt stǇles of 
iŶteƌpeƌsoŶal teŶdeŶĐies: Eǆpƌessed IŶĐlusioŶ, Eǆpƌessed CoŶtƌol, Eǆpƌessed OpeŶŶess, ‘eĐeiǀed 
IŶĐlusioŶ, ‘eĐeiǀed CoŶtƌol, aŶd ‘eĐeiǀed OpeŶŶess. “igŶifiĐaŶt diffeƌeŶĐes ďetǁeeŶ geŶdeƌs, ages 
aŶd those ǁith oƌ ǁithout a ĐƌiŵiŶal ďaĐkgƌouŶd aƌe eǆpeĐted. 
As stated iŶ the eaƌlieƌ Đhapteƌs, a pilot studǇ ǁas ĐoŶduĐted to assess the stƌuĐtuƌe of attitude 
toǁaƌds offeŶdiŶg. DuƌiŶg this pilot studǇ paƌtiĐipaŶts Đoŵpleted the HO““ as ǁell as the FI‘O-B. 
This ŵeaŶs that iŶ the pƌeseŶt studǇ, theƌe is a sŵalleƌ all ŵale populatioŶ aŶd a laƌgeƌ ŵiǆed geŶdeƌ 
populatioŶ. The pƌeseŶt Đhapteƌ ǁill eǆploƌe the stƌuĐtuƌe of eaĐh iŶdiǀidual data set, if the data sets 
aƌe siŵilaƌ iŶ theiƌ oǀeƌall sĐoƌes, these ǁill ďe ĐoŵďiŶed to pƌoduĐe oŶe laƌge data set. The sŵalleƌ 
all ŵale saŵple ǁill ďe ƌefeƌƌed to as ͚data set ϭ ,͛ aŶd the laƌgeƌ ŵiǆed geŶdeƌ data set ǁill ďe 
ƌefeƌƌed to as ͚data set Ϯ .͛ Wheƌe these tǁo saŵples aƌe ĐoŵďiŶed to pƌoduĐe a ŵuĐh laƌgeƌ thiƌd 






Taďle ϲ.ϭ MeaŶ sĐores for FI‘O-B iteŵs for ĐoŵďiŶed data set. 
FI‘O iteŵ MeaŶ 
;SDͿ 
FI‘O iteŵ MeaŶ 
;SDͿ 
ϭ. I seek out people to ďe ǁith. ϯ.ϱ ;ϭ.ϳͿ Ϯϴ. People iŶĐlude ŵe iŶ theiƌ soĐial affaiƌs. ϰ.ϲ ;ϭ.ϯͿ 
Ϯ. People deĐide ǁhat to do ǁheŶ ǁe aƌe togetheƌ. ϯ.ϯ ;ϭ.ϱͿ Ϯϵ. I get people to do thiŶgs the ǁaǇ I ǁaŶt theŵ 
doŶe. 
ϯ.Ϭ ;ϭ.ϱͿ 
ϯ. I aŵ totallǇ hoŶest ǁith ŵǇ Đlose fƌieŶds. ϱ.Ϭ ;ϭ.ϯͿ ϯϬ. MǇ Đlosest fƌieŶds keep seĐƌets fƌoŵ ŵe. ϯ.Ϭ ;ϭ.ϳͿ 
ϰ. People iŶǀite ŵe to do thiŶgs. ϱ.Ϭ ;ϭ.ϯͿ ϯϭ. I haǀe people aƌouŶd ŵe. ϱ.Ϭ ;ϭ.ϮͿ 
ϱ. I aŵ the doŵiŶaŶt peƌsoŶ ǁheŶ I aŵ ǁith people. ϯ.ϰ ;ϭ.ϰͿ ϯϮ. People stƌoŶglǇ iŶflueŶĐe ŵǇ ideas. Ϯ.ϵ ;ϭ.ϱͿ 
ϲ. MǇ Đlose fƌieŶds tell ŵe theiƌ ƌeal feeliŶgs. ϰ.ϵ ;ϭ.ϯͿ ϯϯ. Theƌe aƌe soŵe thiŶgs I ǁould Ŷot tell aŶǇoŶe. ϰ.Ϭ ;Ϯ.ϬͿ 
ϳ. I joiŶ soĐial gƌoups. ϯ.ϵ ;ϭ.ϳͿ ϯϰ. People ask ŵe to paƌtiĐipate iŶ theiƌ 
disĐussioŶs. 
ϰ.ϲ ;ϭ.ϯͿ 
ϴ. People stƌoŶglǇ iŶflueŶĐe ŵǇ aĐtioŶs. Ϯ.ϵ ;ϭ.ϱͿ ϯϱ. I take Đhaƌge ǁheŶ I aŵ ǁith people. ϯ.ϯ ;ϭ.ϰͿ 
ϵ. I ĐoŶfide iŶ ŵǇ Đlose fƌieŶds. ϰ.ϳ ;ϭ.ϰͿ ϯϲ. MǇ fƌieŶds ĐoŶfide iŶ ŵe. ϰ.ϲ ;ϭ.ϯͿ 
ϭϬ. People iŶǀite ŵe to joiŶ theiƌ aĐtiǀities. ϰ.ϴ ;ϭ.ϯͿ ϯϳ. WheŶ people aƌe doiŶg thiŶgs togetheƌ I joiŶ 
theŵ. 
ϰ.ϲ ;ϭ.ϮͿ 
ϭϭ. I get otheƌ people to do thiŶgs I ǁaŶt doŶe. ϯ.Ϭ ;ϭ.ϱͿ ϯϴ. I aŵ stƌoŶglǇ iŶflueŶĐed ďǇ ǁhat people saǇ. Ϯ.ϴ ;ϭ.ϱͿ 
ϭϮ. MǇ Đlose fƌieŶds tell ŵe aďout pƌiǀate ŵatteƌs. ϰ.ϵ ;ϭ.ϯͿ ϯϵ. I haǀe at least oŶe fƌieŶd to ǁhoŵ I ĐaŶ tell 
aŶǇthiŶg. 
ϱ.ϭ ;ϭ.ϰͿ 
ϭϯ. I joiŶ soĐial oƌgaŶisatioŶs. ϯ.ϱ ;ϭ.ϳͿ ϰϬ. People iŶǀite ŵe to paƌties. ϱ.Ϭ ;ϭ.ϮͿ 
ϭϰ. People ĐoŶtƌol ŵǇ aĐtioŶs. Ϯ.Ϭ ;ϭ.ϮͿ ϰϭ. I stƌoŶglǇ iŶflueŶĐe otheƌ people`s ideas. ϯ.ϯ ;ϭ.ϱͿ 
ϭϱ. I aŵ ŵoƌe Đoŵfoƌtaďle ǁheŶ people do Ŷot get 
too Đlose. 
ϯ.ϰ ;ϭ.ϲͿ ϰϮ. MǇ Đlose fƌieŶds keep theiƌ feeliŶgs a seĐƌet 
fƌoŵ ŵe. 
Ϯ.ϵ ;ϭ.ϳͿ 
ϭϲ. People iŶĐlude ŵe iŶ theiƌ aĐtiǀities. ϰ.ϳ ;ϭ.ϮͿ ϰϯ. I look foƌ people to ďe ǁith. ϯ.Ϭ ;ϭ.ϲͿ 
ϭϳ. I stƌoŶglǇ iŶflueŶĐe otheƌ people's aĐtioŶs. ϯ.Ϯ ;ϭ.ϱͿ ϰϰ. Otheƌ people take Đhaƌge ǁheŶ ǁe ǁoƌk 
togetheƌ. 
Ϯ.ϵ ;ϭ.ϰͿ 
ϭϴ. MǇ Đlose fƌieŶds do Ŷot tell ŵe aďout theŵselǀes. Ϯ.ϴ ;ϭ.ϵͿ ϰϱ. Theƌe is a paƌt of ŵǇself I keep pƌiǀate. ϰ.Ϭ ;ϭ.ϵͿ 
ϭϵ. I aŵ iŶĐluded iŶ iŶfoƌŵal soĐial aĐtiǀities. ϰ.ϯ ;ϭ.ϱͿ ϰϲ. People iŶǀite ŵe to joiŶ theŵ ǁheŶ ǁe haǀe 
fƌee tiŵe. 
ϰ.ϵ ;ϭ.ϮͿ 
ϮϬ. I aŵ easilǇ led ďǇ people. Ϯ.Ϯ ;ϭ.ϰͿ ϰϳ. I take Đhaƌge ǁheŶ I ǁoƌk ǁith people. ϯ.ϲ ;ϭ.ϰͿ 
Ϯϭ. People should keep theiƌ pƌiǀate feeliŶgs to 
theŵselǀes. 
ϯ.Ϭ ;ϭ.ϳͿ ϰϴ. At least tǁo of ŵǇ fƌieŶds tell ŵe theiƌ tƌue 
feeliŶgs. 
ϰ.ϴ ;ϭ.ϰͿ 
ϮϮ. People iŶǀite ŵe to paƌtiĐipate iŶ theiƌ aĐtiǀities. ϰ.ϳ ;ϭ.ϯͿ ϰϵ. I paƌtiĐipate iŶ gƌoup aĐtiǀities. ϰ.ϲ ;.ϯͿ 
Ϯϯ. I take Đhaƌge ǁheŶ I aŵ ǁith people soĐiallǇ. ϯ.ϰ ;ϭ.ϰͿ ϱϬ. People ofteŶ Đause ŵe to ĐhaŶge ŵǇ ŵiŶd. ϯ.Ϭ ;ϭ.ϱͿ 
Ϯϰ. MǇ Đlose fƌieŶds let ŵe kŶoǁ theiƌ ƌeal feeliŶgs. ϰ.ϵ ;ϭ.ϮͿ ϱϭ. I haǀe Đlose ƌelatioŶships ǁith a feǁ people. ϰ.ϵ ;ϭ.ϰͿ 
Ϯϱ. I iŶĐlude otheƌ people iŶ ŵǇ plaŶs. ϱ.Ϭ ;ϭ.ϭͿ ϱϮ. People iŶǀite ŵe to do thiŶgs ǁith theŵ. ϰ.ϵ ;ϭ.ϮͿ 
Ϯϲ. People deĐide thiŶgs foƌ ŵe. Ϯ.ϰ ;ϭ.ϰͿ ϱϯ. I see to it that people do thiŶgs the ǁaǇ I ǁaŶt 
theŵ to. 
Ϯ.ϵ ;ϭ.ϱͿ 
Ϯϳ. Theƌe aƌe soŵe thiŶgs I do Ŷot tell aŶǇoŶe. ϰ.Ϭ ;ϭ.ϵͿ ϱϰ. MǇ fƌieŶds tell ŵe aďout theiƌ pƌiǀate liǀes. ϰ.ϵ ;ϭ.ϰͿ 
 
Taďle ϲ.ϭ aďoǀe shoǁs the ŵeaŶ sĐoƌe foƌ eaĐh iteŵ oŶ the FI‘O-B sĐale ǁheŶ ďoth data sets aƌe 
ĐoŵďiŶed. Theƌe aƌe a ǀaƌietǇ of sĐoƌes, soŵe high, aŶd soŵe loǁ. It is iŶteƌestiŶg to Ŷote hoǁeǀeƌ, 
that the ŵajoƌitǇ of the higheƌ ŵeaŶ sĐoƌes aƌe foƌ IŶĐlusioŶ oƌ ŶoŶ-ƌeǀeƌsed OpeŶŶess ďehaǀiouƌs. 
Wheƌeas the loǁeƌ sĐoƌes ŵostlǇ ƌepƌeseŶt ĐoŶtƌol oƌ ƌeǀeƌsed OpeŶŶess ďehaǀiouƌs. Foƌ eǆaŵple, 
the iteŵ ǁith the highest ŵeaŶ sĐoƌe is ϯϵ ͚I haǀe at least oŶe fƌieŶd to ǁhoŵ I ĐaŶ tell aŶǇthiŶg͛ 
;ŵeaŶ ϱ.ϭͿ. Iteŵ ϯ ͚I aŵ totallǇ hoŶest ǁith ŵǇ Đlose fƌieŶds͛ also has a high ŵeaŶ sĐoƌe of ϱ.Ϭ. Both 
of these iteŵs ƌepƌeseŶt ‘eĐeiǀed IŶĐlusioŶ. High ŵeaŶ sĐoƌes ǁeƌe also fouŶd foƌ the folloǁiŶg 
iteŵs: 
 ϰ ͚People iŶǀite ŵe to do thiŶgs͛ 
Ϯϱ ͚I iŶĐlude otheƌ people iŶ ŵǇ plaŶs͛ 
ϯϭ ͚I haǀe people aƌouŶd ŵe͛ 
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ϰϬ ͚People iŶǀite ŵe to paƌties͛ 
All of these iteŵs haǀe a ŵeaŶ sĐoƌe of ϱ.Ϭ aŶd ƌepƌeseŶt Eǆpƌessed IŶĐlusioŶ. This suggests that 
oǀeƌall leǀels of IŶĐlusioŶ aƌe faiƌlǇ high. 
“oŵe iteŵs fƌoŵ Eǆpƌessed CoŶtƌol haǀe loǁ ŵeaŶ sĐoƌes, foƌ eǆaŵple, iteŵs, Ϯϵ ͚I get people to do 
thiŶgs the ǁaǇ I ǁaŶt theŵ doŶe͛, aŶd ϱϯ ͚I see to it that people do thiŶgs the ǁaǇ I ǁaŶt theŵ to ,͛ 
ďoth haǀe a ŵeaŶ sĐoƌe loǁeƌ thaŶ ϯ.Ϭ. FiŶallǇ, the ŵajoƌitǇ of iteŵs ƌepƌeseŶtiŶg ‘eĐeiǀed CoŶtƌol 
haǀe a ŵeaŶ sĐoƌe of less thaŶ ϯ.Ϭ:  
ϴ ͚People stƌoŶglǇ iŶflueŶĐe ŵǇ aĐtioŶs͛ 
ϮϬ ͚I aŵ easilǇ led ďǇ people͛ 
Ϯϲ ͚People deĐide thiŶgs foƌ ŵe͛ 
ϯϮ ͚People stƌoŶglǇ iŶflueŶĐe ŵǇ ideas͛ 
ϯϴ ͚I aŵ stƌoŶglǇ iŶflueŶĐed ďǇ ǁhat people saǇ͛ 
 ϰϮ ͚MǇ Đlose fƌieŶds keep theiƌ feeliŶgs a seĐƌet fƌoŵ ŵe͛ 
ϰϰ ͚Otheƌ people take Đhaƌge ǁheŶ ǁe ǁoƌk togetheƌ͛ 
ϱϬ ͚People ofteŶ Đause ŵe to ĐhaŶge ŵǇ ŵiŶd͛ 
The patteƌŶ of higheƌ aŶd loǁeƌ ŵeaŶ sĐoƌes iŶfeƌs that the paƌtiĐipaŶts iŶ the pƌeseŶt studǇ shoǁ a 
high leǀel of IŶĐlusioŶ ;ďoth Eǆpƌessed aŶd ‘eĐeiǀedͿ, aŶd loǁeƌ leǀels of CoŶtƌol ;ďoth Eǆpƌessed 
aŶd ‘eĐeiǀedͿ 
It is hǇpothesised that iteŵs ǁithiŶ the FI‘O-B sĐale ǁill ďe diffeƌeŶtiated iŶto the faĐets defiŶed ďǇ 
“hultz. It is pƌoposed that the iteŵs oŶ the FI‘O-B sĐale ǁill ďe Đoƌƌelated iŶto thƌee ŵodes of 
iŶteƌpeƌsoŶal ďehaǀiouƌs outliŶed ďǇ “hultz; these aƌe IŶĐlusioŶ, OpeŶŶess aŶd CoŶtƌol. It is also 
hǇpothesised that the ŵodes of these ďehaǀiouƌs ǁill ďe diffeƌeŶtiated as eitheƌ Eǆpƌessed oƌ 
‘eĐeiǀed. 










Figure ϲ.ϭ SSA plot shoǁiŶg ĐoŶfiguratioŶ of FI‘O-B iteŵs for phase oŶe partiĐipaŶts. 
 
The ƌesults displaǇed aƌe fƌoŵ a ϯ diŵeŶsioŶal ϭǆϮ pƌojeĐtioŶ ǁith a ĐoeffiĐieŶt of alieŶatioŶ of .ϭϳϬϳϯ iŶ ϭϮ iteƌatioŶs.  
Taďle ϲ.Ϯ KeǇ to FI‘O-B SSA 
FI‘O iteŵs   
ϭ. I seek out people to ďe ǁith. ϭϵ. I aŵ iŶĐluded iŶ iŶfoƌŵal soĐial aĐtiǀities. ϯϳ. WheŶ people aƌe doiŶg thiŶgs togetheƌ I joiŶ 
theŵ. 
Ϯ. People deĐide ǁhat to do ǁheŶ ǁe aƌe 
togetheƌ. 
ϮϬ. I aŵ easilǇ led ďǇ people. ϯϴ. I aŵ stƌoŶglǇ iŶflueŶĐed ďǇ ǁhat people saǇ. 
ϯ. I aŵ totallǇ hoŶest ǁith ŵǇ Đlose fƌieŶds. Ϯϭ. People should keep theiƌ pƌiǀate feeliŶgs to 
theŵselǀes. 
ϯϵ. I haǀe at least oŶe fƌieŶd to ǁhoŵ I ĐaŶ tell 
aŶǇthiŶg. 
ϰ. People iŶǀite ŵe to do thiŶgs. ϮϮ. People iŶǀite ŵe to paƌtiĐipate iŶ theiƌ 
aĐtiǀities. 
ϰϬ. People iŶǀite ŵe to paƌties. 
ϱ. I aŵ the doŵiŶaŶt peƌsoŶ ǁheŶ I aŵ ǁith 
people. 
Ϯϯ. I take Đhaƌge ǁheŶ I aŵ ǁith people soĐiallǇ. ϰϭ. I stƌoŶglǇ iŶflueŶĐe otheƌ people`s ideas. 
ϲ. MǇ Đlose fƌieŶds tell ŵe theiƌ ƌeal feeliŶgs. Ϯϰ. MǇ Đlose fƌieŶds let ŵe kŶoǁ theiƌ ƌeal 
feeliŶgs. 
ϰϮ. MǇ Đlose fƌieŶds keep theiƌ feeliŶgs a seĐƌet 
fƌoŵ ŵe. 
ϳ. I joiŶ soĐial gƌoups. Ϯϱ. I iŶĐlude otheƌ people iŶ ŵǇ plaŶs. ϰϯ. I look foƌ people to ďe ǁith. 
ϴ. People stƌoŶglǇ iŶflueŶĐe ŵǇ aĐtioŶs. Ϯϲ. People deĐide thiŶgs foƌ ŵe. ϰϰ. Otheƌ people take Đhaƌge ǁheŶ ǁe ǁoƌk 
togetheƌ. 
ϵ. I ĐoŶfide iŶ ŵǇ Đlose fƌieŶds. Ϯϳ. Theƌe aƌe soŵe thiŶgs I do Ŷot tell aŶǇoŶe. ϰϱ. Theƌe is a paƌt of ŵǇself I keep pƌiǀate. 
ϭϬ. People iŶǀite ŵe to joiŶ theiƌ aĐtiǀities. Ϯϴ. People iŶĐlude ŵe iŶ theiƌ soĐial affaiƌs. ϰϲ. People iŶǀite ŵe to joiŶ theŵ ǁheŶ ǁe haǀe 
fƌee tiŵe. 
ϭϭ. I get otheƌ people to do thiŶgs I ǁaŶt doŶe. Ϯϵ. I get people to do thiŶgs the ǁaǇ I ǁaŶt theŵ 
doŶe. 
ϰϳ. I take Đhaƌge ǁheŶ I ǁoƌk ǁith people. 
ϭϮ. MǇ Đlose fƌieŶds tell ŵe aďout pƌiǀate 
ŵatteƌs. 
ϯϬ. MǇ Đlosest fƌieŶds keep seĐƌets fƌoŵ ŵe. ϰϴ. At least tǁo of ŵǇ fƌieŶds tell ŵe theiƌ tƌue 
feeliŶgs. 
ϭϯ. I joiŶ soĐial oƌgaŶisatioŶs. ϯϭ. I haǀe people aƌouŶd ŵe. ϰϵ. I paƌtiĐipate iŶ gƌoup aĐtiǀities. 
ϭϰ. People ĐoŶtƌol ŵǇ aĐtioŶs. ϯϮ. People stƌoŶglǇ iŶflueŶĐe ŵǇ ideas. ϱϬ. People ofteŶ Đause ŵe to ĐhaŶge ŵǇ ŵiŶd. 
ϭϱ. I aŵ ŵoƌe Đoŵfoƌtaďle ǁheŶ people do Ŷot 
get too Đlose. 
ϯϯ. Theƌe aƌe soŵe thiŶgs I ǁould Ŷot tell 
aŶǇoŶe. 
ϱϭ. I haǀe Đlose ƌelatioŶships ǁith a feǁ people. 
ϭϲ. People iŶĐlude ŵe iŶ theiƌ aĐtiǀities. ϯϰ. People ask ŵe to paƌtiĐipate iŶ theiƌ 
disĐussioŶs. 
ϱϮ. People iŶǀite ŵe to do thiŶgs ǁith theŵ. 
ϭϳ. I stƌoŶglǇ iŶflueŶĐe otheƌ people's aĐtioŶs. ϯϱ. I take Đhaƌge ǁheŶ I aŵ ǁith people. ϱϯ. I see to it that people do thiŶgs the ǁaǇ I 
ǁaŶt theŵ to. 
ϭϴ. MǇ Đlose fƌieŶds do Ŷot tell ŵe aďout 
theŵselǀes. 




The GuttŵaŶ-LiŶgoes ĐoeffiĐieŶt of alieŶatioŶ is Ϭ.ϭϳ, this iŶdiĐates aŶ aĐĐeptaďle leǀel of fit 
ďetǁeeŶ the ƌaŶk oƌdeƌ of PeaƌsoŶ͛s ĐoeffiĐieŶt, aŶd theiƌ ĐoƌƌespoŶdiŶg ƌaŶk oƌdeƌ of geoŵetƌiĐ 
distaŶĐes iŶ the plot.  The laďels oŶ the ““A aƌe shoƌteŶed ǀeƌsioŶ of the full iteŵ, taďle ϲ.Ϯ giǀes 
details of the full iteŵs aŶd the ““A laďels. 
The iteŵs ǁithiŶ the ““A plot ǁill ďe eǆaŵiŶed to deteƌŵiŶe if the iteŵs ƌelatiŶg to eaĐh eleŵeŶt 
ǁithiŶ the foƌŵ aŶd ŵode faĐets ĐaŶ ďe ideŶtified iŶ ƌegioŶal pƌoǆiŵitǇ. The ““A ǁill ďe eǆaŵiŶed to 
iŶǀestigate the folloǁiŶg ĐƌiteƌioŶ: 
a) Iteŵs pƌoposed to ŵeasuƌe eaĐh of the eleŵeŶts aďoǀe ǁill ďe loĐated iŶto distiŶĐt ƌegioŶ 
aƌeas. 
b) These ƌegioŶs ǁill ďe geogƌaphiĐallǇ eǆĐlusiǀe to the ĐoŶĐept. 
ϲ.ϭ.ϭ MeasureŵeŶt of Forŵ ǁithiŶ the SSA. 





















Taďle ϲ.ϯ Iteŵs represeŶtiŶg ŵode aŶd forŵ of ďehaǀiour 
IŶĐlusioŶ OpeŶŶess CoŶtrol 
Eǆpressed Eǆpressed Eǆpressed 
ϭ. I seek out people to ďe ǁith ϯ. I aŵ totallǇ hoŶest ǁith ŵǇ Đlose fƌieŶds. ϱ. I aŵ the doŵiŶaŶt peƌsoŶ ǁheŶ I aŵ 
ǁith people. 
ϳ. I joiŶ soĐial gƌoups. ϵ. I ĐoŶfide iŶ ŵǇ Đlose fƌieŶds. ϭϭ. I get otheƌ people to do the thiŶgs I 
ǁaŶt doŶe. 
ϭϯ. I joiŶ soĐial oƌgaŶisatioŶs. ϭϱ. I aŵ ŵoƌe Đoŵfoƌtaďle ǁheŶ people do 
Ŷot get too Đlose ;‘Ϳ. 
ϭϳ. I stƌoŶglǇ iŶflueŶĐe otheƌ peoples 
aĐtioŶs. 
ϭϵ. I aŵ iŶĐluded iŶ iŶfoƌŵal soĐial 
aĐtiǀities. 
Ϯϭ. People should keep theiƌ pƌiǀate 
feeliŶgs to theŵselǀes ;‘Ϳ. 
Ϯϯ. I take Đhaƌge ǁheŶ I aŵ ǁith people 
soĐiallǇ. 
Ϯϱ. I iŶĐlude otheƌ people iŶ ŵǇ plaŶs. Ϯϳ. Theƌe aƌe soŵe thiŶgs that I do Ŷot tell 
aŶǇoŶe ;‘Ϳ. 
Ϯϵ. I get people to do thiŶgs the ǁaǇ I 
ǁaŶt theŵ doŶe. 
ϯϭ. I haǀe people aƌouŶd ŵe. ϯϯ. Theƌe aƌe soŵe thiŶgs I ǁould Ŷot tell 
aŶǇoŶe ;‘Ϳ. 
ϯϱ. I take Đhaƌge ǁheŶ I aŵ ǁith people. 
ϯϳ. WheŶ people aƌe doiŶg thiŶgs 
togetheƌ I joiŶ theŵ. 
ϯϵ. I haǀe at least oŶe fƌieŶd ǁhoŵ I ĐaŶ 
tell aŶǇthiŶg. 
ϰϭ. I stƌoŶglǇ iŶflueŶĐe otheƌ peoples 
ideas. 
ϰϯ. I look foƌ people to ďe ǁith. ϰϱ. Theƌe is a paƌt of ŵǇself I keep pƌiǀate 
;‘Ϳ. 
ϰϳ. I take Đhaƌge ǁheŶ I ǁoƌk ǁith 
people. 
ϰϵ. I paƌtiĐipate iŶ gƌoup aĐtiǀities. ϱϭ. I haǀe Đlose ƌelatioŶships ǁith a feǁ 
people. 
ϱϯ. I see to it that people do thiŶgs the 
ǁaǇ I ǁaŶt theŵ doŶe. 
‘eĐeiǀed ‘eĐeiǀed ‘eĐeiǀed 
ϰ. People iŶǀite ŵe to do thiŶgs. ϲ. MǇ Đlose fƌieŶds tell ŵe theiƌ ƌeal 
feeliŶgs. 
Ϯ. People deĐide ǁhat to do ǁheŶ ǁe aƌe 
togetheƌ. 
ϭϬ. People iŶǀite ŵe to joiŶ theiƌ 
aĐtiǀities. 
ϭϮ. MǇ Đlose fƌieŶds tell ŵe aďout pƌiǀate 
ŵatteƌs. 
ϴ. People stƌoŶglǇ iŶflueŶĐe ŵǇ aĐtioŶs. 
ϭϲ. People iŶĐlude ŵe iŶ theiƌ aĐtiǀities ϭϴ. MǇ Đlose fƌieŶds do Ŷot tell ŵe aďout 
theŵselǀes ;‘Ϳ. 
ϭϰ. People ĐoŶtƌol ŵǇ aĐtioŶs. 
ϮϮ. People iŶǀite ŵe to paƌtiĐipate iŶ 
theiƌ aĐtiǀities. 
Ϯϰ. MǇ Đlose fƌieŶds let ŵe kŶoǁ theiƌ ƌeal 
feeliŶgs. 
ϮϬ. I aŵ easilǇ led ďǇ people. 
Ϯϴ. People iŶĐlude ŵe IŶ theiƌ soĐial 
affaiƌs. 
ϯϬ. MǇ Đlosest fƌieŶds keep seĐƌets fƌoŵ ŵe 
;‘Ϳ. 
Ϯϲ. People deĐide thiŶgs foƌ ŵe. 
ϯϰ. People ask ŵe to paƌtiĐipate iŶ theiƌ 
disĐussioŶs. 
ϯϲ. MǇ Đlose fƌieŶds ĐoŶfide iŶ ŵe. ϯϮ. People stƌoŶglǇ iŶflueŶĐe ŵǇ ideas. 
ϰϬ. People iŶǀite ŵe to paƌties. ϰϮ. MǇ Đlose fƌieŶds keep feeliŶgs a seĐƌet 
fƌoŵ ŵe ;‘Ϳ. 
ϯϴ. I aŵ stƌoŶglǇ iŶflueŶĐed ďǇ ǁhat 
people saǇ. 
ϰϲ. People iŶǀite ŵe to joiŶ theŵ ǁheŶ 
ǁe haǀe fƌee tiŵe. 
ϰϴ. At least tǁo of ŵǇ fƌieŶds let ŵe kŶoǁ 
theiƌ tƌue feeliŶgs. 
ϰϰ. Otheƌ people take Đhaƌge ǁheŶ ǁe 
ǁoƌk togetheƌ. 
ϱϮ. People iŶǀite ŵe to do thiŶgs ǁith 
theŵ. 
ϱϰ. MǇ fƌieŶds tell ŵe aďout theiƌ pƌiǀate 
liǀes. 
ϱϬ. People ofteŶ Đause ŵe to ĐhaŶge ŵǇ 
ŵiŶd. 
 
ϲ.ϭ.Ϯ StruĐture of iteŵs represeŶtiŶg IŶĐlusioŶ. 
The iteŵs that “Đhutz defiŶed as ƌepƌeseŶtiŶg IŶĐlusioŶ aƌe ideŶtified ǁith a tƌiaŶgle oŶ the ““A plot 
iŶ fig. ϲ.ϭ “Đhutz foƌŵulated these iteŵs to ƌepƌeseŶt atteŶtioŶ seekiŶg ďehaǀiouƌs. NiŶe of these 
ƌepƌeseŶt Eǆpƌessed ďehaǀiouƌs, aŶd ŶiŶe ƌepƌeseŶt ‘eĐeiǀed ďehaǀiouƌs.  High sĐoƌes ǁithiŶ the 
Eǆpƌessed IŶĐlusioŶ ƌegioŶ outliŶe the ǁaǇs iŶ ǁhiĐh the iŶdiǀidual seeks out atteŶtioŶ fƌoŵ otheƌs. 
High sĐoƌes ǁithiŶ the ‘eĐeiǀed IŶĐlusioŶ ƌegioŶ desĐƌiďe the ǁaǇ iŶ ǁhiĐh iŶdiǀiduals aƌe iŶĐluded 
ďǇ otheƌ people. All of the iteŵs that ƌepƌeseŶt IŶĐlusioŶ aƌe loĐated iŶ the left ƌegioŶ of the ““A, 
this satisfies ĐƌiteƌioŶ aͿ. Hoǁeǀeƌ, the ƌegioŶ iŶ the loǁeƌ left is Ŷot eǆĐlusiǀe to IŶĐlusioŶ; as suĐh 
ĐƌiteƌioŶ ďͿ ĐaŶŶot ďe suppoƌted. The IŶĐlusioŶ iteŵs ǁithiŶ this ƌegioŶ ƌefleĐt seekiŶg out people to 
ďe ǁith, suĐh as ϯϭ ͚I haǀe people aƌouŶd ŵe ,͛ as ǁell as ƌefleĐtiŶg otheƌs seekiŶg atteŶtioŶ fƌoŵ us, 
suĐh as ϭϲ ͚People iŶǀite ŵe to do thiŶgs͛. Theƌe is oŶe iteŵ that “hultz foƌŵulated to ƌepƌeseŶt 
Eǆpƌessed CoŶtƌol also loĐated iŶ this left ƌegioŶ: ͚ϱ. I aŵ the doŵiŶaŶt peƌsoŶ ǁheŶ I aŵ ǁith 
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people .͛ This iteŵ suggests a foƌŵ of ĐoŶtƌol ǁithiŶ the soĐial ƌealŵ. Also iŶ this ƌegioŶ is oŶe iteŵ 
that “Đhutz foƌŵulated to ƌepƌeseŶt ‘eĐeiǀed OpeŶŶess: ͛ϱϭ. I haǀe Đlose ƌelatioŶships ǁith a feǁ 
people͛. This iteŵ suggests a ŶotioŶ of haǀiŶg Đlose ƌelatioŶships ǁith people, ƌatheƌ thaŶ a siŵple 
seekiŶg of atteŶtioŶ. The plaĐeŵeŶt of these tǁo iteŵs iŵplies that theǇ haǀe ďeeŶ iŶteƌpƌeted to 
ƌefleĐt aspeĐts of IŶĐlusioŶ as ǁell as OpeŶŶess aŶd CoŶtƌol. Hoǁeǀeƌ, iteŵ ϱ is ǀeƌǇ Đlose to the 
ďoaƌdeƌ of these ƌegioŶs ǁhiĐh fuƌtheƌ iŵplies that it is uŶdeƌstood to ĐoŶtaiŶ eleŵeŶts of ďoth 
foƌŵs of ďehaǀiouƌ. 
ϲ.ϭ.ϯ StruĐture of iteŵs represeŶtiŶg CoŶtrol. 
The iteŵs that defiŶe the CoŶtƌol eleŵeŶt aƌe ƌepƌeseŶted ǁith a ĐiƌĐle oŶ the ““A plot. AgaiŶ, theƌe 
aƌe ŶiŶe iteŵs that ƌepƌeseŶt Eǆpƌessed CoŶtƌol; these iteŵs ƌefleĐt haǀiŶg diƌeĐt ĐoŶtƌol of otheƌ 
people. NiŶe of the iteŵs ƌepƌeseŶt ‘eĐeiǀed CoŶtƌol; these iteŵs desĐƌiďe ďehaǀiouƌs ǁheƌe otheƌ 
people haǀe diƌeĐt ĐoŶtƌol oǀeƌ Ǉou. The CoŶtƌol iteŵs aƌe loĐated iŶ the loǁeƌ ƌight ƌegioŶ of the 
““A plot; theƌefoƌe ĐƌiteƌioŶ aͿ ĐaŶ ďe suppoƌted. This ƌegioŶ of the ““A is eǆĐlusiǀe to CoŶtƌol iteŵs, 
as suĐh ĐƌiteƌioŶ ďͿ is suppoƌted. All of the iteŵs iŶ this ƌegioŶ iŶfeƌ haǀiŶg diƌeĐt ĐoŶtƌol oǀeƌ otheƌs 
oƌ otheƌ people haǀiŶg diƌeĐt ĐoŶtƌol. Foƌ eǆaŵple iteŵ Ϯϯ ͚I take Đhaƌge soĐiallǇ͛ ƌepƌeseŶts haǀiŶg 
ĐoŶtƌol oǀeƌ otheƌs, ǁheƌeas iteŵ ϭϰ ͚People ĐoŶtƌol ŵǇ aĐtioŶs͛ ƌepƌeseŶts otheƌ people haǀiŶg 
ĐoŶtƌol. As stated aďoǀe, theƌe is oŶe iteŵ that “Đhutz defiŶed as ƌepƌeseŶtiŶg CoŶtƌol that is loĐated 
iŶ the IŶĐlusioŶ ƌegioŶ. Iteŵ Ϯ ͚People deĐide ǁhat to do ǁheŶ ǁe aƌe togetheƌ͛ is loĐated ǀeƌǇ Ŷeaƌ 
the ďoƌdeƌ of CoŶtƌol aŶd IŶĐlusioŶ. This iŵplies that this iteŵ is also uŶdeƌstood to ĐoŶtaiŶ aŶ 
eleŵeŶt of ďoth CoŶtƌol aŶd IŶĐlusioŶ. 
ϲ.ϭ.ϰ StruĐture of iteŵs represeŶtiŶg OpeŶŶess. 
The iteŵs ǁhiĐh ƌepƌeseŶt OpeŶŶess aƌe ŵaƌked ǁith a sƋuaƌe oŶ the ““A plot. WithiŶ the 
OpeŶŶess faĐet, ŶiŶe iteŵs ƌepƌeseŶt Eǆpƌessed OpeŶŶess. High sĐoƌes ǁithiŶ this ƌegioŶ ƌepƌeseŶt a 
high leǀel of ƌeĐipƌoĐal shaƌiŶg of peƌsoŶal iŶfoƌŵatioŶ. High sĐoƌes ǁithiŶ the ŶiŶe iteŵs that defiŶe 
‘eĐeiǀed OpeŶŶess, iŶdiĐates that otheƌ people shaƌe theiƌ peƌsoŶal iŶfoƌŵatioŶ ǁith Ǉou. The 
uppeƌ left ƌegioŶ of the ““A ĐoŶtaiŶs the iteŵs that defiŶe the eleŵeŶt of OpeŶŶess; as suĐh 
ĐƌiteƌioŶ aͿ is suppoƌted. This ƌegioŶ is eǆĐlusiǀe to iteŵs ƌepƌeseŶtiŶg OpeŶŶess, as suĐh ĐƌiteƌioŶ ďͿ 
is suppoƌted. The iteŵs ƌepƌeseŶtiŶg OpeŶŶess iŶ this aƌea iŶĐlude Eǆpƌessed OpeŶŶess, suĐh as 
iteŵ ϯ ͚I aŵ totallǇ hoŶest ǁith ŵǇ Đlose fƌieŶds͛. These iteŵs ƌefleĐt opeŶiŶg up, aŶd fƌeelǇ giǀiŶg 
iŶfoƌŵatioŶ aďout ouƌselǀes to otheƌs. Also iŶ this aƌea aƌe iteŵs that ƌepƌeseŶt ‘eĐeiǀed OpeŶŶess, 
suĐh as iteŵ ϲ ͚MǇ Đlose fƌieŶds tell ŵe theiƌ ƌeal feeliŶgs͛. These iteŵs ƌefleĐt otheƌ people iŶ ouƌ 
liǀes shaƌiŶg theiƌ peƌsoŶal thought aŶd feeliŶgs. 
IŶ suŵŵaƌǇ, theƌe is stƌoŶg suppoƌt foƌ “Đhutzs͛ foƌŵ faĐet of IŶĐlusioŶ, CoŶtƌol aŶd OpeŶŶess. Most 
of the iteŵs ƌepƌeseŶtiŶg eaĐh of the iŶteƌpeƌsoŶal ďehaǀiouƌs aƌe defiŶed ǁell ǁithiŶ the ““A of 
iŶdiǀidual FI‘O-B iteŵs fƌoŵ this data set. 
ϲ.ϭ.ϱ. StruĐture of iteŵs represeŶtiŶg Eǆpressed ďehaǀiours. 
The iteŵs that ƌepƌeseŶt Eǆpƌessed ďehaǀiouƌs ĐaŶ ďe ideŶtified ďǇ aŶ outliŶe of the ǀaƌious shapes 
oŶ the ““A plot; the Eǆpƌessed ďehaǀiouƌs aƌe those ǁhiĐh ǁe displaǇ toǁaƌds otheƌ people. Theƌe 
does Ŷot appeaƌ to ďe aŶǇ ƌegioŶ of the ““A plot that is eǆĐlusiǀe to Eǆpƌessed ďehaǀiouƌs. As suĐh, 
ĐƌiteƌioŶ aͿ, aŶd ďǇ eǆteŶsioŶ ĐƌiteƌioŶ ďͿ ĐaŶŶot ďe suppoƌted. 
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ϲ.ϭ.ϲ StruĐture of iteŵs represeŶtiŶg ‘eĐeiǀed ďehaǀiours. 
Iteŵs ƌepƌeseŶtiŶg ‘eĐeiǀed ďehaǀiouƌs ĐaŶ ďe ideŶtified ďǇ a solid fill shape; the ‘eĐeiǀed 
ďehaǀiouƌs aƌe those ǁhiĐh ǁe eǆpeƌieŶĐe otheƌ people deŵoŶstƌatiŶg toǁaƌds us. As ǁith the 
Eǆpƌessed eleŵeŶt aďoǀe, theƌe is Ŷo ƌegioŶ of the ““A that is eǆĐlusiǀe to ‘eĐeiǀed ďehaǀiouƌs. As 
suĐh, ĐƌiteƌioŶ aͿ, aŶd ďǇ eǆteŶsioŶ ĐƌiteƌioŶ ďͿ ĐaŶŶot ďe suppoƌted. 
ϲ.ϭ.ϳ SuŵŵarǇ of results for pilot studǇ data set 
IŶ suŵŵaƌǇ, the iteŵs oŶ the ““A iŶ fig. ϲ.ϭ aďoǀe do Ŷot appeaƌ to diffeƌeŶtiate ďetǁeeŶ Eǆpƌessed 
aŶd ‘eĐeiǀed ďehaǀiouƌs ǁell. Foƌ eǆaŵple, iŶ the loǁeƌ left IŶĐlusioŶ ƌegioŶ, ‘eĐeiǀed IŶĐlusioŶ 
iteŵs suĐh as ϮϮ, ϯϰ, ϰϬ aŶd ϱϮ aƌe aloŶgside Eǆpƌessed IŶĐlusioŶ iteŵs suĐh as ϳ, ϭϵ, Ϯϱ, aŶd ϯϳ. A 
siŵilaƌ patteƌŶ is also fouŶd ǁithiŶ the CoŶtƌol ƌegioŶ; ‘eĐeiǀed CoŶtƌol iteŵs suĐh as Ϯ, ϴ, ϯϮ aŶd ϰϰ 
aƌe aŵoŶgst Eǆpƌessed CoŶtƌol iteŵs suĐh as Ϯϯ, ϰϭ, aŶd ϱϯ. FiŶallǇ, the saŵe ŵiǆed patteƌŶ is 
displaǇed iŶ the uppeƌ left OpeŶŶess ƌegioŶ; Eǆpƌessed OpeŶŶess iteŵs suĐh as ϯ, ϵ, ϯϭ, aŶd ϯϵ aƌe 
Ŷeǆt to ‘eĐeiǀed OpeŶŶess iteŵs suĐh as ϲ, ϭϮ, Ϯϰ, aŶd ϱϰ. 
ϲ.Ϯ MaiŶ studǇ data set 
This seĐtioŶ eǆploƌes the saŵe stƌuĐtuƌal hǇpothesis as alƌeadǇ stated foƌ the laƌgeƌ ŵiǆed geŶdeƌ 
data set. IŶ oƌdeƌ to sǇsteŵatiĐallǇ eǆaŵiŶe the ƌesults, the ““A ǁill ďe eǆaŵiŶed to deteƌŵiŶe if the 
iteŵs ƌelatiŶg to eaĐh ĐoŶĐept ĐaŶ ďe ideŶtified iŶ ƌegioŶal pƌoǆiŵitǇ. The ““A ǁill ďe eǆaŵiŶed to 
iŶǀestigate the folloǁiŶg ĐƌiteƌioŶ: 
a) Iteŵs pƌoposed to ŵeasuƌe eaĐh of the eleŵeŶts aďoǀe ǁill ďe loĐated iŶto distiŶĐt ƌegioŶal 
aƌeas. 















Figure ϲ.ϭ. SSA plot shoǁiŶg ĐoŶfiguratioŶ of FI‘O-B iteŵs for phase tǁo partiĐipaŶts. 
The ƌesults displaǇed aƌe fƌoŵ a ϯ diŵeŶsioŶal ϭ ǆ Ϯ pƌojeĐtioŶ ǁith a ĐoeffiĐieŶt of alieŶatioŶ of .ϭϰ.  
Taďle ϲ.ϰ KeǇ to FI‘O-B SSA 
FI‘O iteŵs   
ϭ. I seek out people to ďe ǁith. ϭϵ. I aŵ iŶĐluded iŶ iŶfoƌŵal soĐial aĐtiǀities. ϯϳ. WheŶ people aƌe doiŶg thiŶgs togetheƌ I joiŶ 
theŵ. 
Ϯ. People deĐide ǁhat to do ǁheŶ ǁe aƌe 
togetheƌ. 
ϮϬ. I aŵ easilǇ led ďǇ people. ϯϴ. I aŵ stƌoŶglǇ iŶflueŶĐed ďǇ ǁhat people saǇ. 
ϯ. I aŵ totallǇ hoŶest ǁith ŵǇ Đlose fƌieŶds. Ϯϭ. People should keep theiƌ pƌiǀate feeliŶgs to 
theŵselǀes. 
ϯϵ. I haǀe at least oŶe fƌieŶd to ǁhoŵ I ĐaŶ tell 
aŶǇthiŶg. 
ϰ. People iŶǀite ŵe to do thiŶgs. ϮϮ. People iŶǀite ŵe to paƌtiĐipate iŶ theiƌ 
aĐtiǀities. 
ϰϬ. People iŶǀite ŵe to paƌties. 
ϱ. I aŵ the doŵiŶaŶt peƌsoŶ ǁheŶ I aŵ ǁith 
people. 
Ϯϯ. I take Đhaƌge ǁheŶ I aŵ ǁith people soĐiallǇ. ϰϭ. I stƌoŶglǇ iŶflueŶĐe otheƌ people`s ideas. 
ϲ. MǇ Đlose fƌieŶds tell ŵe theiƌ ƌeal feeliŶgs. Ϯϰ. MǇ Đlose fƌieŶds let ŵe kŶoǁ theiƌ ƌeal 
feeliŶgs. 
ϰϮ. MǇ Đlose fƌieŶds keep theiƌ feeliŶgs a seĐƌet 
fƌoŵ ŵe. 
ϳ. I joiŶ soĐial gƌoups. Ϯϱ. I iŶĐlude otheƌ people iŶ ŵǇ plaŶs. ϰϯ. I look foƌ people to ďe ǁith. 
ϴ. People stƌoŶglǇ iŶflueŶĐe ŵǇ aĐtioŶs. Ϯϲ. People deĐide thiŶgs foƌ ŵe. ϰϰ. Otheƌ people take Đhaƌge ǁheŶ ǁe ǁoƌk 
togetheƌ. 
ϵ. I ĐoŶfide iŶ ŵǇ Đlose fƌieŶds. Ϯϳ. Theƌe aƌe soŵe thiŶgs I do Ŷot tell aŶǇoŶe. ϰϱ. Theƌe is a paƌt of ŵǇself I keep pƌiǀate. 
ϭϬ. People iŶǀite ŵe to joiŶ theiƌ aĐtiǀities. Ϯϴ. People iŶĐlude ŵe iŶ theiƌ soĐial affaiƌs. ϰϲ. People iŶǀite ŵe to joiŶ theŵ ǁheŶ ǁe haǀe 
fƌee tiŵe. 
ϭϭ. I get otheƌ people to do thiŶgs I ǁaŶt doŶe. Ϯϵ. I get people to do thiŶgs the ǁaǇ I ǁaŶt theŵ 
doŶe. 
ϰϳ. I take Đhaƌge ǁheŶ I ǁoƌk ǁith people. 
ϭϮ. MǇ Đlose fƌieŶds tell ŵe aďout pƌiǀate 
ŵatteƌs. 
ϯϬ. MǇ Đlosest fƌieŶds keep seĐƌets fƌoŵ ŵe. ϰϴ. At least tǁo of ŵǇ fƌieŶds tell ŵe theiƌ tƌue 
feeliŶgs. 
ϭϯ. I joiŶ soĐial oƌgaŶisatioŶs. ϯϭ. I haǀe people aƌouŶd ŵe. ϰϵ. I paƌtiĐipate iŶ gƌoup aĐtiǀities. 
ϭϰ. People ĐoŶtƌol ŵǇ aĐtioŶs. ϯϮ. People stƌoŶglǇ iŶflueŶĐe ŵǇ ideas. ϱϬ. People ofteŶ Đause ŵe to ĐhaŶge ŵǇ ŵiŶd. 
ϭϱ. I aŵ ŵoƌe Đoŵfoƌtaďle ǁheŶ people do Ŷot 
get too Đlose. 
ϯϯ. Theƌe aƌe soŵe thiŶgs I ǁould Ŷot tell 
aŶǇoŶe. 
ϱϭ. I haǀe Đlose ƌelatioŶships ǁith a feǁ people. 
ϭϲ. People iŶĐlude ŵe iŶ theiƌ aĐtiǀities. ϯϰ. People ask ŵe to paƌtiĐipate iŶ theiƌ 
disĐussioŶs. 
ϱϮ. People iŶǀite ŵe to do thiŶgs ǁith theŵ. 
ϭϳ. I stƌoŶglǇ iŶflueŶĐe otheƌ people's aĐtioŶs. ϯϱ. I take Đhaƌge ǁheŶ I aŵ ǁith people. ϱϯ. I see to it that people do thiŶgs the ǁaǇ I 
ǁaŶt theŵ to. 
ϭϴ. MǇ Đlose fƌieŶds do Ŷot tell ŵe aďout 
theŵselǀes. 




The GuttŵaŶ-LiŶgoes ĐoeffiĐieŶt of alieŶatioŶ is Ϭ.ϭϰ, this iŶdiĐates aŶ aĐĐeptaďle leǀel of fit 
ďetǁeeŶ the ƌaŶk oƌdeƌ of PeaƌsoŶ͛s ĐoeffiĐieŶt aŶd theiƌ ĐoƌƌespoŶdiŶg ƌaŶk oƌdeƌ of geoŵetƌiĐ 
distaŶĐes iŶ the plot.  The thƌee diŵeŶsioŶal solutioŶ ;ǀeĐtoƌ oŶe ďǇ ǀeĐtoƌ tǁoͿ ǁas ĐoŶsideƌed to 
ďest ƌepƌeseŶt the patteƌŶ of ƌelatioŶships ďetǁeeŶ the ǀaƌiaďles. 
ϲ.Ϯ.ϭ StruĐture of iteŵs represeŶtiŶg IŶĐlusioŶ. 
The iteŵs that “Đhutz foƌŵulated to ƌepƌeseŶt the foƌŵ of IŶĐlusioŶ aƌe ideŶtified ǁith a tƌiaŶgle iŶ 
the ““A plot iŶ fig. ϲ.Ϯ aďoǀe. The iŶĐlusioŶ iteŵs aƌe loĐated oŶ the ƌight side of the ““A. CƌiteƌioŶ aͿ 
is satisfied as the iteŵs ƌepƌeseŶtiŶg IŶĐlusioŶ aƌe gƌouped togetheƌ iŶ oŶe ƌegioŶal aƌea of the ““A. 
This iŶdiĐates that the iŶdiǀidual iteŵs ƌepƌeseŶtiŶg IŶĐlusioŶ haǀe a high ĐoƌƌelatioŶ aŶd giǀe 
suppoƌt to that eleŵeŶt. Iteŵs ϭϯ I joiŶ soĐial oƌgaŶisatioŶs, ϭϳ I stƌoŶglǇ iŶflueŶĐe otheƌ people 
aĐtioŶs, aŶd ϭϵ I aŵ iŶĐluded iŶ iŶfoƌŵal soĐial aĐtiǀities, aƌe Đlose to the ďoaƌdeƌ of the ƌegioŶ that 
diffeƌeŶtiates ďetǁeeŶ CoŶtƌol aŶd IŶĐlusioŶ. This iŵplies that these iteŵs Đaptuƌe aŶ eleŵeŶt of 
asseƌtiǀeŶess as ǁell as IŶĐlusioŶ. Theƌe aƌe a Ŷuŵďeƌ of iteŵs that “Đhutz oƌigiŶallǇ defiŶed as 
OpeŶŶess aŵoŶgst this ƌegioŶ of IŶĐlusioŶ iteŵs. Iteŵs ϯ, ϲ, ϵ, ϭϮ, Ϯϰ, ϯϲ, ϯϵ, ϰϴ, ϱϭ, aŶd ϱϰ aƌe iŶ 
this ƌegioŶ, iŶdiĐatiŶg that these iteŵs ŵaǇ ƌeƋuiƌe soŵe ƌeǀisioŶ. CƌiteƌioŶ ďͿ ĐaŶŶot ďe satisfied as 
the ““A aƌea is Ŷot geogƌaphiĐallǇ eǆĐlusiǀe to this eleŵeŶt. 
ϲ.Ϯ.Ϯ StruĐture of iteŵs represeŶtiŶg OpeŶŶess. 
The iteŵs that ƌepƌeseŶt OpeŶŶess aƌe ideŶtified ǁith a sƋuaƌe shape oŶ the ““A plot. The OpeŶŶess 
iteŵs aƌe displaǇed iŶ tǁo sepaƌate aƌeas of the plot; iteŵs ϯ, ϲ, ϵ, ϭϮ, Ϯϰ, ϯϲ, ϯϵ, ϰϴ, ϱϭ, aŶd ϱϰ aƌe 
loĐated oŶ the ƌight side of the plot. Iteŵs ϭϱ, ϭϴ, Ϯϭ, Ϯϳ, ϯϬ, ϯϯ, ϰϮ, aŶd ϰϱ aƌe loĐated oŶ the left 
side of the plot aŵoŶgst the ƌegioŶ ĐoŶtaiŶiŶg CoŶtƌol iteŵs. Theƌefoƌe ĐƌiteƌioŶ aͿ, aŶd ďǇ 
eǆteŶsioŶ, ĐƌiteƌioŶ ďͿ, ĐaŶŶot ďe satisfied. “hultz deǀised eight of the iteŵs ǁithiŶ the OpeŶŶess 
eleŵeŶt to ďe ƌeǀeƌsed; this ŵeaŶs that high sĐoƌes foƌ these iteŵs iŶdiĐate a laĐk of the ĐoŶĐept 
ďeiŶg ŵeasuƌed. 
It is iŶteƌestiŶg to Ŷote that it is the ƌeǀeƌsed iteŵs that aƌe loĐated oŶ the left aŵoŶgst the CoŶtƌol 
iteŵs. This iŶdiĐates that these iteŵs ŵeasuƌe a diffeƌeŶt ĐoŶĐept to the otheƌ OpeŶŶess iteŵs oŶ 
the ƌight. The ƌeǀeƌsed iteŵs oŶ the left aƌe: 
ϭϱ. I aŵ ŵoƌe Đoŵfoƌtaďle ǁheŶ people do Ŷot get too Đlose. 
ϭϴ. MǇ Đlose fƌieŶds do Ŷot tell ŵe aďout theŵselǀes. 
Ϯϭ. People should keep theiƌ pƌiǀate feeliŶgs to theŵselǀes. 
Ϯϳ. Theƌe aƌe soŵe thiŶgs that I do Ŷot tell aŶǇoŶe. 
ϯϬ. MǇ Đlosest fƌieŶds keep seĐƌets fƌoŵ ŵe. 
ϯϯ. Theƌe aƌe soŵe thiŶgs I ǁould Ŷot tell aŶǇoŶe. 
ϰϮ. MǇ Đlose fƌieŶds keep feeliŶgs a seĐƌet fƌoŵ ŵe. 
ϰϱ. Theƌe is a paƌt of ŵǇself I keep pƌiǀate. 
This suggests that the iteŵs “Đhutz defiŶed as ƌepƌeseŶtiŶg ƌeǀeƌsed OpeŶŶess ƌeƋuiƌe ƌeǀisioŶ iŶ 
the ǁaǇ theǇ aƌe defiŶed. All of these ƌeǀeƌsed OpeŶŶess iteŵs aƌe loĐated aŵoŶgst the CoŶtƌol 
iteŵs. This iŶfeƌs that the ǁithholdiŶg of iŶfoƌŵatioŶ pƌoduĐes a foƌŵ of ĐoŶtƌol. This Đlusteƌ of 
iteŵs ƌepƌeseŶts a foƌŵ of soĐial ĐoŶtƌol ďǇ ǁithholdiŶg iŶfoƌŵatioŶ fƌoŵ otheƌs. 
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As Ŷoted, theƌe aƌe a Ŷuŵďeƌ of iteŵs ƌepƌeseŶtiŶg OpeŶŶess that aƌe loĐated iŶ the ƌight ƌegioŶ 
aŵoŶgst the IŶĐlusioŶ iteŵs. These iteŵs aƌe: 
ϯ. I aŵ totallǇ hoŶest ǁith ŵǇ Đlose fƌieŶds. 
ϲ. MǇ Đlose fƌieŶds tell ŵe theiƌ ƌeal feeliŶgs. 
ϵ. I ĐoŶfide iŶ ŵǇ Đlose fƌieŶds. 
ϭϮ. MǇ Đlose fƌieŶds tell ŵe aďout pƌiǀate ŵatteƌs. 
Ϯϰ. MǇ Đlose fƌieŶds let ŵe kŶoǁ theiƌ ƌeal feeliŶgs. 
ϯϲ. MǇ Đlose fƌieŶds ĐoŶfide iŶ ŵe. 
ϯϵ. I haǀe at least oŶe fƌieŶd ǁhoŵ I ĐaŶ tell aŶǇthiŶg. 
ϰϴ. At least tǁo of ŵǇ fƌieŶds let ŵe kŶoǁ theiƌ tƌue feeliŶgs. 
ϱϭ. I haǀe Đlose ƌelatioŶships ǁith a feǁ people. 
ϱϰ. MǇ fƌieŶds tell ŵe aďout theiƌ pƌiǀate liǀes. 
The iteŵs ƌepƌeseŶtiŶg OpeŶŶess oŶ the ƌight haŶd side of the ““A aƌe aŵoŶgst the IŶĐlusioŶ iteŵs, 
this suggests that these paƌtiĐulaƌ iteŵs pƌoduĐe a ŶotioŶ of seekiŶg oƌ ƌeĐeiǀiŶg atteŶtioŶ. The 
dispaƌitǇ ďetǁeeŶ the ƌesults pƌeseŶted heƌe aŶd the ǁaǇ iŶ ǁhiĐh “Đhutz defiŶed these iteŵs 
suggests that theƌe ŵaǇ ďe a Ŷeed to ƌeǀise the ǁaǇ iŶ ǁhiĐh these iteŵs aƌe defiŶed. 
 It is possiďle that shaƌiŶg peƌsoŶal iŶfoƌŵatioŶ ǁith otheƌs aŶd haǀiŶg otheƌs shaƌe peƌsoŶal 
iŶfoƌŵatioŶ ǁith Ǉou, pƌoduĐes feeliŶgs of iŶĐlusioŶ. Wheƌeas ǁithholdiŶg iŶfoƌŵatioŶ ŵaǇ ďe seeŶ 
as a foƌŵ of soĐial ĐoŶtƌol. 
ϲ.Ϯ.ϯ StruĐture of iteŵs represeŶtiŶg CoŶtrol. 
The iteŵs that “Đhutz ĐoŶstƌuĐted to ƌepƌeseŶt CoŶtƌol aƌe ideŶtified ǁith a ĐiƌĐle oŶ the ““A plot. All 
of the iteŵs that ƌepƌeseŶt this foƌŵ of iŶteƌpeƌsoŶal ďehaǀiouƌ aƌe loĐated iŶ the left ƌegioŶ of the 
““A plot. This ŵeaŶs that ĐƌiteƌioŶ aͿ is satisfied. As Ŷoted aďoǀe, this ƌegioŶ is Ŷot eǆĐlusiǀe to 
CoŶtƌol iteŵs; theƌefoƌe ĐƌiteƌioŶ ďͿ ĐaŶŶot ďe satisfied. It is iŶteƌestiŶg to Ŷote that theƌe aƌe tǁo 
IŶĐlusioŶ iteŵs iŶ the left ƌegioŶ aŵoŶgst the iteŵs ƌepƌeseŶtiŶg CoŶtƌol: 
ϭ. I seek out people to ďe ǁith. 
ϰϯ. I look foƌ people to ďe ǁith. 
This iŵplies that these tǁo iteŵs eǀoke a feeliŶg of CoŶtƌol as ǁell as IŶĐlusioŶ. It is possiďle that 
paƌtiĐipaŶts thiŶk of these iteŵs as ĐoŶtaiŶiŶg eleŵeŶts of IŶĐlusioŶ aŶd CoŶtƌol. This is a likelǇ 
ĐoŶseƋueŶĐe of the ƌeĐipƌoĐal Ŷatuƌe of iŶteƌpeƌsoŶal ƌelatioŶships; it is oŶlǇ ďǇ seekiŶg out people 
that oŶe ĐaŶ eǆpeƌieŶĐe ĐoŶtƌolliŶg ďehaǀiouƌs. 
ϲ.Ϯ.ϰ StruĐture of iteŵs represeŶtiŶg Eǆpressed aŶd ‘eĐeiǀed ďehaǀiours 
The iteŵs that “Đhutz defiŶed as ƌepƌeseŶtiŶg Eǆpƌessed ďehaǀiouƌs aƌe ideŶtified ǁith aŶ outliŶe of 
the ǀaƌious shapes. Theƌe is stƌoŶg suppoƌt foƌ the Eǆpƌessed ŵode of ďehaǀiouƌ; the ŵajoƌitǇ of 
Eǆpƌessed iteŵs aƌe iŶ the loǁeƌ aƌea of the plot. All eǆĐept oŶe of the iteŵs ƌepƌeseŶtiŶg Eǆpƌessed 
CoŶtƌol aƌe iŶ the loǁeƌ ƌegioŶ of the plot. Iteŵ ϰϭ, ͚I stƌoŶglǇ iŶflueŶĐe otheƌ people͛s ideas͛ is 
aŵoŶgst the uppeƌ ‘eĐeiǀed CoŶtƌol ƌegioŶ. Oǀeƌall, it is the iteŵs ƌepƌeseŶtiŶg CoŶtƌol that 
diffeƌeŶtiate ǁell ďetǁeeŶ Eǆpƌessed aŶd ‘eĐeiǀed ďehaǀiouƌs. The iteŵs ƌepƌeseŶtiŶg Eǆpƌessed 
aŶd ‘eĐeiǀed IŶĐlusioŶ aƌe Đlusteƌed iŶ the ƌight ƌegioŶ aŶd do Ŷot diffeƌeŶtiate ďetǁeeŶ the ŵode 
of ďehaǀiouƌ. The iteŵs ƌepƌeseŶtiŶg OpeŶŶess do Ŷot diffeƌeŶtiate ďetǁeeŶ Eǆpƌessed aŶd ‘eĐeiǀed 
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ďehaǀiouƌs eitheƌ. Foƌ eǆaŵple, the Eǆpƌessed OpeŶŶess iteŵs ϯ, ϯϵ aŶd ϱϭ aƌe loĐated iŶ the ƌight 
ƌegioŶ aŵoŶgst ‘eĐeiǀed IŶĐlusioŶ. “iŵilaƌlǇ, iteŵs ϰϱ, ϯϯ aŶd Ϯϳ also ƌepƌeseŶt Eǆpƌessed 
OpeŶŶess, hoǁeǀeƌ, these aƌe loĐated iŶ the ƌegioŶ ĐoŶtaiŶiŶg ‘eĐeiǀed CoŶtƌol. 
The iteŵs ƌepƌeseŶtiŶg ‘eĐeiǀed ŵodes of ďehaǀiouƌ aƌe ŵostlǇ loĐated iŶ the uppeƌ ƌegioŶ of the 
plot satisfǇiŶg ĐƌiteƌioŶ aͿ. Hoǁeǀeƌ, iteŵs ϭϴ aŶd ϰϮ, ƌepƌeseŶtiŶg ‘eĐeiǀed OpeŶŶess, aƌe iŶ the 
loǁeƌ left ƌegioŶ aloŶgside the iteŵs defiŶiŶg Eǆpƌessed CoŶtƌol. CƌiteƌioŶ ďͿ ĐaŶŶot ďe satisfied as 
theƌe aƌe a Ŷuŵďeƌ of iteŵs that “Đhutz defiŶed as ŵeasuƌiŶg Eǆpƌessed OpeŶŶess loĐated iŶ the 
uppeƌ ƌight ƌegioŶ of the plot. 
The iteŵs ƌepƌeseŶtiŶg IŶĐlusioŶ do Ŷot appeaƌ to diffeƌeŶtiate ďetǁeeŶ ‘eĐeiǀed aŶd Eǆpƌessed 
ďehaǀiouƌs; theƌe aƌe oŶlǇ thƌee of the ŶiŶe Eǆpƌessed IŶĐlusioŶ iteŵs iŶ the loǁeƌ paƌt of the plot. It 
is possiďle that the iŶĐlusioŶ iteŵs aƌe Ŷot diffeƌeŶtiated oŶ the ďasis of ďeiŶg Eǆpƌessed oƌ 
‘eĐeiǀed, as IŶĐlusioŶ is uŶdeƌstood as a ƌeĐipƌoĐal aĐt. 
IŶ suŵŵaƌǇ, the ŵodes of IŶĐlusioŶ aŶd CoŶtƌol aƌe ǁell suppoƌted. Hoǁeǀeƌ, the ĐoŶĐept of 
OpeŶŶess ĐaŶŶot ďe suppoƌted aŶd these iteŵs ƌeƋuiƌe soŵe ƌeǀisioŶ. It is pƌoposed that the 
OpeŶŶess iteŵs, eǆĐept foƌ those that aƌe ƌeǀeƌsed, ǁould ďe ŵoƌe appƌopƌiatelǇ plaĐed ǁithiŶ the 
IŶĐlusioŶ ŵode. Those OpeŶŶess iteŵs that aƌe ƌeǀeƌsed ǁould ďe ŵoƌe appƌopƌiatelǇ defiŶed as 
ƌepƌeseŶtiŶg a foƌŵ of soĐial ĐoŶtƌol. Fuƌtheƌŵoƌe, the eleŵeŶt of CoŶtƌol diffeƌeŶtiates those 
ďehaǀiouƌs that aƌe Eǆpƌessed oƌ ‘eĐeiǀed. Hoǁeǀeƌ, iteŵs ƌepƌeseŶtiŶg IŶĐlusioŶ aŶd OpeŶŶess aƌe 
Ŷot diffeƌeŶtiated iŶ this ǁaǇ; this is likelǇ due to the ƌeĐipƌoĐal Ŷatuƌe of iŶĐlusioŶ. 
ϲ.ϯ SuŵŵarǇ of results froŵ ďoth data sets preseŶted. 
The Đhapteƌ has so faƌ detailed the stƌuĐtuƌe of iteŵs oŶ the FI‘O-B foƌ tǁo data sets. The foƌŵs of 
IŶĐlusioŶ aŶd CoŶtƌol ĐaŶ ďe defiŶed iŶ eaĐh studǇ. Hoǁeǀeƌ, the ƌesults fƌoŵ phase tǁo data set 
iŶdiĐate that the iteŵs “Đhutz defied as ƌepƌeseŶtiŶg OpeŶŶess ƌeƋuiƌe soŵe ƌeǀisioŶ, ǁheƌeas the 
ƌesults fƌoŵ phase oŶe suppoƌt OpeŶŶess as a distiŶĐt eleŵeŶt. “tƌoŶg suppoƌt ǁas fouŶd foƌ 
Eǆpƌessed CoŶtƌol iŶteƌpeƌsoŶal ďehaǀiouƌs; hoǁeǀeƌ, the Eǆpƌessed ŵode ǁas Ŷot ǁell suppoƌted 
ǁithiŶ IŶĐlusioŶ aŶd OpeŶŶess foƌŵs. IŶĐlusioŶ iteŵs iŶ data set tǁo appeaƌ to ďe Đlusteƌed iŶ the 
uppeƌ ‘eĐeiǀed ƌegioŶ. 
IŶ suŵŵaƌǇ, it is pƌoposed that the data sets should ďe ĐoŵďiŶed to ƌepƌeseŶt a ďƌoad ƌaŶge of 
iŶdiǀiduals of ďoth geŶdeƌs aŶd all ages. Moƌeoǀeƌ, it is pƌoposed that the iteŵs “Đhutz defiŶed as 
ƌepƌeseŶtiŶg OpeŶŶess should ďe ƌeǀised. It is suggested that the ‘eǀeƌsed OpeŶŶess iteŵs should 
ďe ƌe-defiŶed as CoŶtƌol, aŶd the ŶoŶ-ƌeǀeƌsed OpeŶŶess iteŵs should ďe ƌeǀised to ƌepƌeseŶt 
IŶĐlusioŶ. 
IŶ oƌdeƌ to eǆaŵiŶe the diffeƌeŶĐes ďetǁeeŶ the data sets, the taďle ďeloǁ giǀes a suŵŵaƌǇ of 









Taďle ϲ.ϱ Taďle of ŵeaŶ ;SDͿ ǀalues to Đoŵpare data sets. 
 
FI‘O-B group Data set N MeaŶ SD 
Eǆpƌessed IŶĐlusioŶ Data set ϭ 











Eǆpƌessed CoŶtƌol Data set ϭ 











‘eĐeiǀed IŶĐlusioŶ Data set ϭ 











‘eĐeiǀed CoŶtƌol Data set ϭ 












Theƌe ǁeƌe Ŷo sigŶifiĐaŶt diffeƌeŶĐes ďetǁeeŶ data sets foƌ leǀels of Eǆpƌessed IŶĐlusioŶ ;t = ϭ.ϵϴϭ, 
df= ϭϯϮ.ϵϳϲ, p = .Ϭϱϲ, oŶe tailed, eƋual ǀaƌiaŶĐes Ŷot assuŵedͿ. Data set ϭ has a ŵeaŶ of ϲϱ.ϯ ;ϭϰ.ϲͿ, 
ǁheƌeas data set Ϯ has a ŵeaŶ Eǆpƌessed IŶĐlusioŶ sĐoƌe of ϲϴ.ϳ ;ϭϭ.ϮͿ. 
 
Theƌe ǁeƌe Ŷo sigŶifiĐaŶt diffeƌeŶĐes ďetǁeeŶ data sets foƌ leǀels of ‘eĐeiǀed IŶĐlusioŶ ;t = ϭ.ϯϰϴ, 
df= ϯϭϳ, p = .ϭϳϵ, oŶe tailed, eƋual ǀaƌiaŶĐes assuŵedͿ. Data set ϭ has a ŵeaŶ of ϰϮ.ϵ ;ϴ.ϭͿ, ǁheƌeas 
data set Ϯ has a ŵeaŶ ‘eĐeiǀed IŶĐlusioŶ sĐoƌe of ϰϰ.ϯ ;ϴ.ϳͿ,  
 
Theƌe ǁeƌe sigŶifiĐaŶt diffeƌeŶĐes ďetǁeeŶ data sets foƌ leǀels of Eǆpƌessed CoŶtƌol ;t = -ϱ.ϮϭϬ, df= 
ϯϮϭ, p < Ϭ.ϬϬϭ, oŶe tailed, eƋual ǀaƌiaŶĐes assuŵedͿ. Data set ϭ has a ŵeaŶ Eǆpƌessed CoŶtƌol sĐoƌe 
of ϰϱ.Ϯ ;ϭϬ.ϯͿ, ǁheƌeas data set Ϯ has a ŵeaŶ of ϯϴ.ϱ ;ϭϬ.ϰͿ. 
 
Theƌe ǁeƌe Ŷo sigŶifiĐaŶt diffeƌeŶĐes ďetǁeeŶ data sets foƌ leǀels of ‘eĐeiǀed CoŶtƌol ;t = ϭ.ϮϮϱ, df= 
ϯϭϵ, p = .ϮϮϭ, oŶe tailed, eƋual ǀaƌiaŶĐes assuŵedͿ. Data set ϭ has a ŵeaŶ of ϯϵ.ϱ ;ϴ.ϴͿ, ǁheƌeas 
data set Ϯ has a ŵeaŶ ‘eĐeiǀed CoŶtƌol sĐoƌe of ϰϬ.ϵ ;ϭϬ.ϬͿ. 
 
Taďle ϲ.ϱ aďoǀe shoǁs that the ŵeaŶ sĐoƌes foƌ eaĐh of the FI‘O gƌoups aƌe siŵilaƌ. The T tests 
aďoǀe iŶdiĐate that foƌ ŵost of the FI‘O-B suďgƌoups theƌe is Ŷo diffeƌeŶĐe ďetǁeeŶ the sĐoƌes iŶ 
data set ϭ aŶd Ϯ. Hoǁeǀeƌ, theƌe is a sigŶifiĐaŶt diffeƌeŶĐe iŶ leǀels of Eǆpƌessed CoŶtƌol; data set ϭ 
sĐoƌe higheƌ thaŶ data set Ϯ.  It ŵust ďe Ŷoted though, that the paƌtiĐipaŶts iŶ data set oŶe aƌe all 
ŵales, aŶd it has ďeeŶ ǁell doĐuŵeŶted that ŵales haǀe higheƌ sĐoƌes iŶ leǀels of Eǆpƌessed CoŶtƌol. 
It is theƌefoƌe aƌgued that these tǁo data sets should ďe ĐoŵďiŶed to pƌoduĐe oŶe laƌge data set 
that is ƌepƌeseŶtatiǀe of a ǁideƌ Đohoƌt. 
 
ϲ.ϰ ‘esults froŵ ĐoŵďiŶed data set 









Figure ϲ.ϯ SSA plot shoǁiŶg ĐoŶfiguratioŶ of FI‘O-B iteŵs for ĐoŵďiŶed data set. 
 
The ƌesults displaǇed aƌe fƌoŵ a ϯ diŵeŶsioŶal ϭǆϮ pƌojeĐtioŶ ǁith a ĐoeffiĐieŶt of alieŶatioŶ of .ϭϱ.  
Taďle ϲ.ϲ KeǇ to FI‘O-B SSA 
FI‘O iteŵs   
ϭ. I seek out people to ďe ǁith. ϭϵ. I aŵ iŶĐluded iŶ iŶfoƌŵal soĐial aĐtiǀities. ϯϳ. WheŶ people aƌe doiŶg thiŶgs togetheƌ I joiŶ 
theŵ. 
Ϯ. People deĐide ǁhat to do ǁheŶ ǁe aƌe 
togetheƌ. 
ϮϬ. I aŵ easilǇ led ďǇ people. ϯϴ. I aŵ stƌoŶglǇ iŶflueŶĐed ďǇ ǁhat people saǇ. 
ϯ. I aŵ totallǇ hoŶest ǁith ŵǇ Đlose fƌieŶds. Ϯϭ. People should keep theiƌ pƌiǀate feeliŶgs to 
theŵselǀes. 
ϯϵ. I haǀe at least oŶe fƌieŶd to ǁhoŵ I ĐaŶ tell 
aŶǇthiŶg. 
ϰ. People iŶǀite ŵe to do thiŶgs. ϮϮ. People iŶǀite ŵe to paƌtiĐipate iŶ theiƌ 
aĐtiǀities. 
ϰϬ. People iŶǀite ŵe to paƌties. 
ϱ. I aŵ the doŵiŶaŶt peƌsoŶ ǁheŶ I aŵ ǁith 
people. 
Ϯϯ. I take Đhaƌge ǁheŶ I aŵ ǁith people soĐiallǇ. ϰϭ. I stƌoŶglǇ iŶflueŶĐe otheƌ people`s ideas. 
ϲ. MǇ Đlose fƌieŶds tell ŵe theiƌ ƌeal feeliŶgs. Ϯϰ. MǇ Đlose fƌieŶds let ŵe kŶoǁ theiƌ ƌeal 
feeliŶgs. 
ϰϮ. MǇ Đlose fƌieŶds keep theiƌ feeliŶgs a seĐƌet 
fƌoŵ ŵe. 
ϳ. I joiŶ soĐial gƌoups. Ϯϱ. I iŶĐlude otheƌ people iŶ ŵǇ plaŶs. ϰϯ. I look foƌ people to ďe ǁith. 
ϴ. People stƌoŶglǇ iŶflueŶĐe ŵǇ aĐtioŶs. Ϯϲ. People deĐide thiŶgs foƌ ŵe. ϰϰ. Otheƌ people take Đhaƌge ǁheŶ ǁe ǁoƌk 
togetheƌ. 
ϵ. I ĐoŶfide iŶ ŵǇ Đlose fƌieŶds. Ϯϳ. Theƌe aƌe soŵe thiŶgs I do Ŷot tell aŶǇoŶe. ϰϱ. Theƌe is a paƌt of ŵǇself I keep pƌiǀate. 
ϭϬ. People iŶǀite ŵe to joiŶ theiƌ aĐtiǀities. Ϯϴ. People iŶĐlude ŵe iŶ theiƌ soĐial affaiƌs. ϰϲ. People iŶǀite ŵe to joiŶ theŵ ǁheŶ ǁe haǀe 
fƌee tiŵe. 
ϭϭ. I get otheƌ people to do thiŶgs I ǁaŶt doŶe. Ϯϵ. I get people to do thiŶgs the ǁaǇ I ǁaŶt theŵ 
doŶe. 
ϰϳ. I take Đhaƌge ǁheŶ I ǁoƌk ǁith people. 
ϭϮ. MǇ Đlose fƌieŶds tell ŵe aďout pƌiǀate 
ŵatteƌs. 
ϯϬ. MǇ Đlosest fƌieŶds keep seĐƌets fƌoŵ ŵe. ϰϴ. At least tǁo of ŵǇ fƌieŶds tell ŵe theiƌ tƌue 
feeliŶgs. 
ϭϯ. I joiŶ soĐial oƌgaŶisatioŶs. ϯϭ. I haǀe people aƌouŶd ŵe. ϰϵ. I paƌtiĐipate iŶ gƌoup aĐtiǀities. 
ϭϰ. People ĐoŶtƌol ŵǇ aĐtioŶs. ϯϮ. People stƌoŶglǇ iŶflueŶĐe ŵǇ ideas. ϱϬ. People ofteŶ Đause ŵe to ĐhaŶge ŵǇ ŵiŶd. 
ϭϱ. I aŵ ŵoƌe Đoŵfoƌtaďle ǁheŶ people do Ŷot 
get too Đlose. 
ϯϯ. Theƌe aƌe soŵe thiŶgs I ǁould Ŷot tell 
aŶǇoŶe. 
ϱϭ. I haǀe Đlose ƌelatioŶships ǁith a feǁ people. 
ϭϲ. People iŶĐlude ŵe iŶ theiƌ aĐtiǀities. ϯϰ. People ask ŵe to paƌtiĐipate iŶ theiƌ 
disĐussioŶs. 
ϱϮ. People iŶǀite ŵe to do thiŶgs ǁith theŵ. 
ϭϳ. I stƌoŶglǇ iŶflueŶĐe otheƌ people's aĐtioŶs. ϯϱ. I take Đhaƌge ǁheŶ I aŵ ǁith people. ϱϯ. I see to it that people do thiŶgs the ǁaǇ I 
ǁaŶt theŵ to. 
ϭϴ. MǇ Đlose fƌieŶds do Ŷot tell ŵe aďout 
theŵselǀes. 
ϯϲ. MǇ fƌieŶds ĐoŶfide iŶ ŵe. ϱϰ. MǇ fƌieŶds tell ŵe aďout theiƌ pƌiǀate liǀes. 
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As the tǁo pƌeǀious ““A͛s ǁeƌe siŵilaƌ iŶ the stƌuĐtuƌe of ǀaƌiaďles, the saŵe hǇpotheses ǁeƌe 
eǆpeĐted of the Ŷeǁ ĐoŵďiŶed data. It is pƌoposed that iteŵs ǁill ďe ĐoŶĐeptualised as IŶĐlusioŶ, 
OpeŶŶess, aŶd CoŶtƌol. It is fuƌtheƌ hǇpothesised that the ŵode of these ďehaǀiouƌs aƌe 
ĐoŶĐeptualised as Eǆpƌessed oƌ ‘eĐeiǀed. 
It is eǆpeĐted that theƌe ǁill ďe iŶdiǀidual diffeƌeŶĐes iŶ the leǀel of sĐoƌes foƌ eaĐh gƌoup.  It is 
hǇpothesised that theƌe ǁill ďe diffeƌeŶĐes ďetǁeeŶ ŵales aŶd feŵales, those ǁith oƌ ǁithout 
ĐƌiŵiŶal ďaĐkgƌouŶds, ďetǁeeŶ ǇouŶg aŶd old paƌtiĐipaŶts, aŶd ďetǁeeŶ those ǁith diffeƌeŶt leǀels 
of eduĐatioŶ. 
The saŵe sǇsteŵatiĐ pƌoĐeduƌe ǁill ďe used to deteƌŵiŶe if the stƌuĐtuƌal hǇpotheses aƌe suppoƌted. 
The ““A ǁill ďe eǆaŵiŶed to deteƌŵiŶe if the iteŵs ƌelatiŶg to eaĐh ĐoŶĐept ĐaŶ ďe ideŶtified iŶ 
ƌegioŶal pƌoǆiŵitǇ. The ““A ǁill ďe eǆaŵiŶed to iŶǀestigate the folloǁiŶg ĐƌiteƌioŶ: 
a) Iteŵs pƌoposed to ŵeasuƌe eaĐh of the eleŵeŶts aďoǀe ǁill ďe loĐated iŶto distiŶĐt ƌegioŶ 
aƌeas. 
b) These ƌegioŶs ǁill ďe geogƌaphiĐallǇ eǆĐlusiǀe to the ĐoŶĐept. 
ϲ.ϰ.ϭ StruĐture of iteŵs represeŶtiŶg IŶĐlusioŶ. 
Theƌe aƌe ϭϴ iteŵs ƌepƌeseŶtiŶg IŶĐlusioŶ, the CƌoŶďaĐh͛s alpha foƌ these iteŵs is .ϵϬϱ ;Ŷ=ϯϭϮͿ. All 
of the iteŵs ƌepƌeseŶtiŶg IŶĐlusioŶ aƌe the saŵe as that stated eaƌlieƌ, theǇ aƌe ƌepƌeseŶted ďǇ a 
tƌiaŶgle aŶd aƌe loĐated iŶ Đlose pƌoǆiŵitǇ iŶ the ƌight ƌegioŶ of the ““A iŶ fig. ϲ.ϯ Theƌe is stƌoŶg 
suppoƌt foƌ the IŶĐlusioŶ eleŵeŶt pƌoposed ďǇ “Đhutz; theƌe is a ĐleaƌlǇ defiŶed ƌegioŶ of IŶĐlusioŶ 
ǀaƌiaďles to the ƌight of the ““A plot. This iŶdiĐates the high iŶteƌ-ĐoƌƌelatioŶ of these iteŵs, aŶd the 
distiŶĐtŶess of the IŶĐlusioŶ eleŵeŶt. As all of the iteŵs aƌe loĐated oŶ the ƌight side of the ““A, 
ĐƌiteƌioŶ aͿ ĐaŶ ďe suppoƌted, thus pƌoǀiŶg that these iŶdiǀidual iteŵs aƌe ŵeasuƌiŶg the saŵe 
ĐoŶĐept. Iteŵ ϭ ͚I seek out people to ďe ǁith͛ is Ŷeaƌ to the ďoƌdeƌ ďetǁeeŶ IŶĐlusioŶ aŶd CoŶtƌol; 
this iŶdiĐates that this paƌtiĐulaƌ iteŵ ĐoŶtaiŶs eleŵeŶts of ďoth of these iŶteƌpeƌsoŶal ďehaǀiouƌs. 
Hoǁeǀeƌ, ĐƌiteƌioŶ ďͿ ĐaŶŶot ďe suppoƌted; theƌe aƌe a Ŷuŵďeƌ of iteŵs ƌelatiŶg to OpeŶŶess also iŶ 
this aƌea. Iteŵs ϯ, ϲ, ϵ, ϭϮ, Ϯϰ, ϯϲ, ϯϵ, ϰϴ, ϱϭ aŶd ϱϰ aƌe all OpeŶŶess iteŵs that aƌe loĐated aŵoŶgst 
the IŶĐlusioŶ iteŵs. It is possiďle that these iteŵs ŵaǇ ďe ďetteƌ uŶdeƌstood as ƌelatiŶg to IŶĐlusioŶ 
iŶstead of OpeŶŶess. It is pƌoposed that these OpeŶŶess iteŵs should ďe ƌeǀised aŶd defiŶed uŶdeƌ 
the IŶĐlusioŶ eleŵeŶt. 
ϲ.ϰ.Ϯ StruĐture of iteŵs represeŶtiŶg OpeŶŶess. 
Theƌe aƌe ϭϴ iteŵs ƌepƌeseŶtiŶg OpeŶŶess, the CƌoŶďaĐh͛s alpha foƌ these iteŵs is .ϲϮϬ ;Ŷ=ϯϭϵͿ. The 
iteŵs that ƌepƌeseŶt OpeŶŶess aƌe ƌepƌeseŶted ǁith a ĐiƌĐle aŶd aƌe loĐated thƌoughout the ““A; 
theƌefoƌe ĐƌiteƌioŶ aͿ, aŶd ďǇ eǆteŶsioŶ ĐƌiteƌioŶ ďͿ, ĐaŶŶot ďe suppoƌted. Theƌe aƌe OpeŶŶess iteŵs 
ǁithiŶ IŶĐlusioŶ aŶd CoŶtƌol, the ŵeaŶiŶg of these iteŵs ŵaǇ ďe ďetteƌ uŶdeƌstood ǁheŶ ĐoŶsideƌed 
aloŶgside these. The folloǁiŶg OpeŶŶess iteŵs aƌe loĐated aŵoŶgst the IŶĐlusioŶ iteŵs: 
ϯ. I aŵ totallǇ hoŶest ǁith ŵǇ Đlose fƌieŶds. 
ϲ. MǇ Đlose fƌieŶds tell ŵe theiƌ ƌeal feeliŶgs. 
 ϵ. I ĐoŶfide iŶ ŵǇ Đlose fƌieŶds. 
ϭϮ. MǇ Đlose fƌieŶds tell ŵe aďout pƌiǀate ŵatteƌs. 
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Ϯϰ. MǇ Đlose fƌieŶds let ŵe kŶoǁ theiƌ ƌeal feeliŶgs. 
ϯϲ. MǇ fƌieŶds ĐoŶfide iŶ ŵe. 
ϯϵ. I haǀe at least oŶe fƌieŶd to ǁhoŵ I ĐaŶ tell aŶǇthiŶg. 
ϰϴ.  At least tǁo of ŵǇ fƌieŶds tell ŵe theiƌ tƌue feeliŶgs. 
ϱϭ. I haǀe Đlose ƌelatioŶships ǁith a feǁ people. 
ϱϰ. MǇ fƌieŶds tell ŵe aďout theiƌ pƌiǀate liǀes. 
 
All of these iteŵs ĐoŶtaiŶ aŶ aspeĐt of shaƌiŶg peƌsoŶal iŶfoƌŵatioŶ; it is possiďle that this shaƌiŶg of 
peƌsoŶal iŶfoƌŵatioŶ pƌoduĐes feeliŶgs of ďeiŶg iŶĐluded, aŶd iŶĐludiŶg otheƌs iŶ oŶes͛ life. 
Theƌefoƌe, it is pƌoposed that these iteŵs should ďe ƌedefiŶed as ƌepƌeseŶtiŶg IŶĐlusioŶ.  The 
ƌeŵaiŶdeƌ of the OpeŶŶess iteŵs aƌe loĐated aŵoŶgst the CoŶtƌol iteŵs. As ǁith the pƌeǀious ““A͛s, 
all of the ƌeǀeƌsed OpeŶŶess iteŵs aƌe aŵoŶgst the CoŶtƌol iteŵs. The iteŵs aƌe as folloǁs: 
ϭϱ. I aŵ ŵoƌe Đoŵfoƌtaďle ǁheŶ people do Ŷot get too Đlose ;‘Ϳ. 
ϭϴ. MǇ Đlose fƌieŶds do Ŷot tell ŵe aďout theŵselǀes ;‘Ϳ. 
Ϯϭ. People should keep theiƌ pƌiǀate feeliŶgs to theŵselǀes ;‘Ϳ. 
Ϯϳ. Theƌe aƌe soŵe thiŶgs I do Ŷot tell aŶǇoŶe ;‘Ϳ. 
ϯϬ. MǇ Đlosest fƌieŶds keep seĐƌets fƌoŵ ŵe ;‘Ϳ. 
ϯϯ. Theƌe aƌe soŵe thiŶgs I ǁould Ŷot tell aŶǇoŶe ;‘Ϳ. 
ϰϮ. MǇ Đlose fƌieŶds keep feeliŶgs a seĐƌet fƌoŵ ŵe ;‘Ϳ. 
ϰϱ. Theƌe is a paƌt of ŵǇself I keep pƌiǀate ;‘Ϳ. 
As stated eaƌlieƌ, the ƌeǀeƌsed iteŵs iŶdiĐate the ŶoŶ-ƌestƌiĐtioŶ of peƌsoŶal iŶfoƌŵatioŶ; it is 
possiďle that iŶdiǀiduals iŶteƌpƌet the ƌeĐipƌoĐal ƌegulatioŶ of peƌsoŶal iŶfoƌŵatioŶ to ďe a foƌŵ of 
CoŶtƌol. It is pƌoposed that these eight iteŵs should ďe ƌeǀised to ƌepƌeseŶt CoŶtƌol ďehaǀiouƌs. 
ϲ.ϰ.ϯ StruĐture of iteŵs represeŶtiŶg CoŶtrol. 
Theƌe aƌe ϭϴ iteŵs ƌepƌeseŶtiŶg CoŶtƌol, the CƌoŶďaĐh͛s alpha foƌ these iteŵs is .ϴϱϵ ;Ŷ=ϯϭϴͿ. The 
iteŵs that ƌepƌeseŶt CoŶtƌol aƌe ƌepƌeseŶted ďǇ a sƋuaƌe aŶd aƌe loĐated iŶ the left ƌegioŶ of the 
““A, this iŶdiĐates that ĐƌiteƌioŶ aͿ is suppoƌted. Hoǁeǀeƌ, ĐƌiteƌioŶ ďͿ ĐaŶŶot ďe suppoƌted as the 
aƌea is Ŷot eǆĐlusiǀe to CoŶtƌol iteŵs. As stated aďoǀe, theƌe aƌe a Ŷuŵďeƌ of iteŵs ƌelatiŶg to 
OpeŶŶess also iŶ this aƌea aŶd ŵaǇ ďe ďetteƌ uŶdeƌstood as ƌepƌeseŶtiŶg CoŶtƌol. 
ϲ.ϰ.ϰ StruĐture of iteŵs represeŶtiŶg Eǆpressed aŶd ‘eĐeiǀed ďehaǀiours. 
The iteŵs ƌepƌeseŶtiŶg Eǆpƌessed ďehaǀiouƌs aƌe ideŶtified ďǇ aŶ outliŶe of theiƌ shape; theǇ aƌe 
ŵostlǇ loĐated iŶ the uppeƌ ƌegioŶ of the ““A. CƌiteƌioŶ aͿ ĐaŶ ďe suppoƌted as ŵost of the iteŵs 
ƌepƌeseŶtiŶg Eǆpƌessed ďehaǀiouƌs aƌe loĐated theƌe. Hoǁeǀeƌ, theƌe aƌe a sŵall Ŷuŵďeƌ of 
Eǆpƌessed iteŵs iŶ the loǁeƌ ƌegioŶ. CƌiteƌioŶ ďͿ ĐaŶ also ďe suppoƌted as this uppeƌ aƌea is eǆĐlusiǀe 
to Eǆpƌessed iteŵs.   
The iteŵs that ƌepƌeseŶt ‘eĐeiǀed ďehaǀiouƌs aƌe all loĐated iŶ the loǁeƌ ƌegioŶ of the ““A, 
theƌefoƌe ĐƌiteƌioŶ aͿ ĐaŶ ďe suppoƌted. Hoǁeǀeƌ, the iteŵs iŶ the loǁeƌ ƌegioŶ aƌe Ŷot eǆĐlusiǀe aŶd 
ĐoŶtaiŶ soŵe iteŵs ƌelatiŶg to Eǆpƌessed ďehaǀiouƌs; theƌefoƌe ĐƌiteƌioŶ ďͿ ĐaŶŶot ďe suppoƌted. 
The eleŵeŶts of IŶĐlusioŶ aŶd CoŶtƌol leŶd stƌoŶg suppoƌt to Eǆpƌessed aŶd ‘eĐeiǀed ďehaǀiouƌs; 
hoǁeǀeƌ, the eleŵeŶt of OpeŶŶess does Ŷot diffeƌeŶtiate Eǆpƌessed aŶd ‘eĐeiǀed ďehaǀiouƌs ǁell. 
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Foƌ eǆaŵple, ǁithiŶ the ‘eĐeiǀed IŶĐlusioŶ ƌegioŶ theƌe aƌe a Ŷuŵďeƌ of Eǆpƌessed OpeŶŶess iteŵs 
suĐh as ϭϮ, Ϯϰ, ϯϲ, aŶd ϰϴ, ǁhiĐh aƌe aloŶgside soŵe ‘eĐeiǀed OpeŶŶess iteŵs suĐh as ϯ, ϵ, ϯϵ, aŶd 
ϱϭ. 
“iŵilaƌlǇ, ǁithiŶ the ‘eĐeiǀed CoŶtƌol ƌegioŶ, theƌe aƌe a Ŷuŵďeƌ of Eǆpƌessed OpeŶŶess iteŵs suĐh 
as ϭϴ, ϯϬ, aŶd ϰϮ, ǁhiĐh aƌe aloŶgside ‘eĐeiǀed OpeŶŶess iteŵs suĐh as ϭϱ, Ϯϭ, Ϯϳ, ϯϯ, aŶd ϰϱ. 
The iteŵs ǁithiŶ the ““A plot highlight that theƌe aƌe fouƌ ĐoŶĐeptuallǇ hoŵogeŶeous ƌegioŶs that 
aƌe ĐleaƌlǇ diffeƌeŶtiated fƌoŵ eaĐh otheƌ. These fouƌ distiŶĐt suďsets aƌe Eǆpƌessed IŶĐlusioŶ, 
Eǆpƌessed CoŶtƌol, ‘eĐeiǀed IŶĐlusioŶ, aŶd ‘eĐeiǀed CoŶtƌol. It is pƌoposed that OpeŶŶess iteŵs 
Ŷeed soŵe ƌeǀisioŶ to ƌefleĐt theiƌ seŵaŶtiĐ iŶteƌpƌetatioŶ. 
The fiƌst ƌegioŶ of ǀaƌiaďles iŶ the uppeƌ left aƌea of the ““A ƌepƌeseŶts Eǆpƌessed CoŶtƌol. This 
ƌegioŶ ĐoŶtaiŶs stateŵeŶts of diƌeĐt ĐoŶtƌol suĐh as ϰϳ ͚I take Đhaƌge ǁheŶ I ǁoƌk ǁith people ,͛ as 
ǁell as ĐoŶtƌol oǀeƌ thoughts, foƌ iŶstaŶĐe ϰϭ ͚I stƌoŶglǇ iŶflueŶĐe peoples thoughts .͛ AŵoŶg these 
iteŵs is oŶe Eǆpƌessed IŶĐlusioŶ iteŵ: ϰϯ ͚I look foƌ people to ďe ǁith͛; this has ďeeŶ iŶteƌpƌeted as 
ƌepƌeseŶtiŶg aŶ aspeĐt of ĐoŶtƌol. It is possiďle that its plaĐeŵeŶt ƌefleĐts a Ŷeed to seek people iŶ 
ǁhiĐh to haǀe ĐoŶtƌol oǀeƌ. 
The seĐoŶd ƌegioŶ iŶ the uppeƌ ƌight aƌea of the ““A ƌepƌeseŶts Eǆpƌessed IŶĐlusioŶ. All of these 
iteŵs ƌefleĐt a seekiŶg out of otheƌ people. Foƌ iŶstaŶĐe iteŵs suĐh as ϭ ͚I seek out people to ďe 
ǁith ,͛ aŶd ϳ ͚I joiŶ soĐial oƌgaŶisatioŶs͛ aƌe iŶ this ƌegioŶ to ƌefleĐt this ĐoŶĐept. 
The thiƌd ƌegioŶ iŶ the loǁeƌ ƌight aƌea of the ““A plot ƌepƌeseŶts ‘eĐeiǀed IŶĐlusioŶ. WithiŶ this 
aƌea aƌe the iteŵs that “Đhutz defiŶed as ‘eĐeiǀed IŶĐlusioŶ, suĐh as ϮϮ ͚People ask ŵe to paƌtiĐipate 
iŶ soĐial aĐtiǀities ,͛ aŶd ϱϮ ͚People iŶǀite ŵe to do thiŶgs ǁith theŵ͛. Also iŶ this ƌegioŶ aƌe a Ŷuŵďeƌ 
of Eǆpƌessed OpeŶŶess iteŵs suĐh as ϱϭ ͚I haǀe a Đlose ƌelatioŶship ǁith a feǁ people͛, as ǁell as a 
Ŷuŵďeƌ of ‘eĐeiǀed OpeŶŶess iteŵs suĐh as ϰϴ ͚At least tǁo of ŵǇ fƌieŶds tell ŵe theiƌ tƌue feeliŶgs͛. 
This suggests that this ƌegioŶ defiŶes iteŵs iŶ teƌŵs of soĐial iŶĐlusioŶ as ǁell as affeĐtioŶ aŶd 
iŶtiŵaĐǇ. 
FiŶallǇ, the fouƌth ƌegioŶ iŶ the loǁeƌ left aƌea ƌepƌeseŶts ‘eĐeiǀed CoŶtƌol. WithiŶ this ƌegioŶ aƌe 
iteŵs that “Đhutz defiŶed as otheƌs eǆeƌtiŶg ĐoŶtƌol, suĐh as ϴ ͚People deĐide ǁhat to do ǁheŶ ǁe 
aƌe togetheƌ ,͛ aŶd ϭϰ ͚People ĐoŶtƌol ŵǇ aĐtioŶs͛. Hoǁeǀeƌ, this ƌegioŶ also ĐoŶtaiŶs ‘eĐeiǀed 
OpeŶŶess iteŵs suĐh as ϭϴ ͚MǇ Đlosest fƌieŶds do Ŷot tell ŵe aďout theŵselǀes͛ ;‘Ϳ as ǁell as 
Eǆpƌessed OpeŶŶess iteŵs suĐh as ϭϱ ͚I͛ŵ ŵoƌe Đoŵfoƌtaďle ǁheŶ people doŶ͛t get too Đlose͛ ;‘Ϳ. 
The iteŵs iŶ this ƌegioŶ ƌefleĐt ĐoŶtƌol oǀeƌ otheƌs as ǁell as ĐoŶtƌol of affeĐtioŶ aŶd iŶtiŵaĐǇ. WheŶ 
otheƌs ǁithhold peƌsoŶal iŶfoƌŵatioŶ, it is uŶdeƌstood as otheƌs eǆeƌtiŶg CoŶtƌol. 
Theƌefoƌe, it is pƌoposed that the iteŵs ǁhiĐh ƌepƌeseŶt OpeŶŶess ƌeƋuiƌe soŵe ƌeǀisioŶ. The iteŵs 
ǁhiĐh ƌepƌeseŶt ƌeǀeƌsed OpeŶŶess should ďe iŶĐluded ǁith iteŵs ƌepƌeseŶtiŶg CoŶtƌol. The ŶoŶ-
ƌeǀeƌsed OpeŶŶess iteŵs should ďe ƌeǀised to ƌepƌeseŶt IŶĐlusioŶ. 
ϲ.ϱ EǆploriŶg iŶdiǀidual differeŶĐes iŶ stǇle of iŶterpersoŶal persoŶalitǇ. 
The stƌuĐtuƌe of iteŵs oŶ the FI‘O-B has so faƌ ďeeŶ estaďlished ǁith the ““A͛s. It has ďeeŶ 
estaďlished that the FI‘O-B should ďe diǀided iŶto fouƌ ƌegioŶs; Eǆpƌessed IŶĐlusioŶ, Eǆpƌessed 
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CoŶtƌol, ‘eĐeiǀed IŶĐlusioŶ aŶd ‘eĐeiǀed CoŶtƌol. Foƌ eaĐh ƌegioŶ of the FI‘O-B, the diffeƌeŶĐe 
ďetǁeeŶ gƌoups of iŶdiǀiduals is iŶǀestigated. 
 
Taďle ϲ.ϳ MeaŶ FI‘O-B sĐores for those ǁith or ǁithout a ĐriŵiŶal reĐord. 
FI‘O-B gƌoup CƌiŵiŶal 
ďaĐkgƌouŶd 
N MeaŶ “D 
Eǆpƌessed IŶĐlusioŶ No  
164 72.13 12.403 
Yes 
25 77.00 9.768 
Eǆpƌessed CoŶtƌol No  
169 37.62 10.091 
Yes 
25 43.24 10.068 
‘eĐeiǀed IŶĐlusioŶ No  
170 39.81 8.158 
Yes 
24 36.21 8.708 
‘eĐeiǀed CoŶtƌol No  
172 40.21 9.669 
Yes 
23 45.78 11.685 
 
Theƌe ǁeƌe Ŷo sigŶifiĐaŶt diffeƌeŶĐes iŶ leǀels of Eǆpƌessed IŶĐlusioŶ ďetǁeeŶ those ǁith oƌ ǁithout 
a ĐƌiŵiŶal ƌeĐoƌd ;t = -ϭ.ϴϳϲ, df = ϭϴϳ, p = .ϬϲϮ, oŶe tailed eƋual ǀaƌiaŶĐes assuŵedͿ.  Although, 
those ǁith a ĐƌiŵiŶal ƌeĐoƌd haǀe a ŵeaŶ Eǆpƌessed IŶĐlusioŶ sĐoƌe of ϳϳ.Ϭ ;ϵ.ϳͿ aŶd those ǁith Ŷo 
ĐƌiŵiŶal ƌeĐoƌd haǀe a ŵeaŶ of ϳϮ.ϭϯ ;ϭϮ.ϰϬϯͿ.  
Theƌe ǁeƌe sigŶifiĐaŶt diffeƌeŶĐes iŶ leǀels of Eǆpƌessed CoŶtƌol ďetǁeeŶ those ǁith oƌ ǁithout a 
ĐƌiŵiŶal ƌeĐoƌd ;t = -Ϯ.ϱϵϵ, df = ϭϵϮ, p < .Ϭϱ, oŶe tailed eƋual ǀaƌiaŶĐes assuŵedͿ.  Those ǁith a 
ĐƌiŵiŶal ƌeĐoƌd haǀe a ŵeaŶ Eǆpƌessed CoŶtƌol sĐoƌe ϰϯ.Ϯϰ ;ϭϬ.ϬϲͿ aŶd those ǁith Ŷo ĐƌiŵiŶal ƌeĐoƌd 
haǀe a ŵeaŶ sĐoƌe of ϯϳ.ϲϮ ;ϭϬ.ϬϵͿ.  
Theƌe ǁeƌe sigŶifiĐaŶt diffeƌeŶĐes iŶ leǀels of ‘eĐeiǀed IŶĐlusioŶ ďetǁeeŶ those ǁith oƌ ǁithout a 
ĐƌiŵiŶal ƌeĐoƌd ;t = Ϯ.ϬϬϵ, df = ϭϵϮ, p < .Ϭϱ, oŶe tailed eƋual ǀaƌiaŶĐes assuŵedͿ.  Those ǁith a 
ĐƌiŵiŶal ƌeĐoƌd haǀe a ŵeaŶ ‘eĐeiǀed IŶĐlusioŶ ϯϲ.Ϯϭ ;ϴ.ϳϬͿ aŶd those ǁith Ŷo ĐƌiŵiŶal ƌeĐoƌd haǀe 
a ŵeaŶ sĐoƌe of ϯϵ.ϭ ;ϴ.ϭϱͿ. 
Theƌe ǁeƌe sigŶifiĐaŶt diffeƌeŶĐes iŶ leǀels of ‘eĐeiǀed CoŶtƌol ďetǁeeŶ those ǁith oƌ ǁithout a 
ĐƌiŵiŶal ƌeĐoƌd ;t = -Ϯ.ϱϯϭ, df = ϭϵϯ, p < .Ϭϱ, oŶe tailed eƋual ǀaƌiaŶĐes assuŵedͿ.  Those ǁith a 
ĐƌiŵiŶal ƌeĐoƌd haǀe a ŵeaŶ ‘eĐeiǀed CoŶtƌol sĐoƌe ϰϱ.ϳϴ ;ϭϭ.ϲϴͿ aŶd those ǁith Ŷo ĐƌiŵiŶal ƌeĐoƌd 
haǀe a ŵeaŶ sĐoƌe of ϰϬ.Ϯϭ ;ϵ.ϲϲͿ.  
The ƌesults shoǁ that those ǁho sĐoƌe higheƌ iŶ haǀe a ĐƌiŵiŶal ďaĐkgƌouŶd haǀe sigŶifiĐaŶtlǇ higheƌ 
sĐoƌes foƌ Eǆpƌessed CoŶtƌol aŶd ‘eĐeiǀed CoŶtƌol. Those ǁith a ĐƌiŵiŶal ďaĐkgƌouŶd also haǀe 
sigŶifiĐaŶtlǇ loǁeƌ sĐoƌes iŶ ‘eĐeiǀed IŶĐlusioŶ. That is to saǇ, those ǁho saǇ that theǇ iŶĐlude otheƌs, 
aƌe ĐoŶtƌolled ďǇ otheƌs, aŶd that otheƌs do Ŷot iŶĐlude theŵ, aƌe ŵoƌe likelǇ to haǀe a ĐƌiŵiŶal 
ďaĐkgƌouŶd.  
A total of 105 males and 108 females completed the FIRO-B scale. 
A total of 171 people were under the age of 30 and 42 were over the age of 30. 
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Table 6.8 Mean scores of age and gender for FIRO-B regions 
 
FIRO-B subgroup Gender Age bracket Mean SD N 
Expressed Inclusion Male Under 30 73.86 10.926 86 
Over 30 59.00 18.031 19 
Total 71.17 13.670 105 
Female Under 30 75.04 9.114 85 
Over 30 66.39 13.048 23 
Total 73.19 10.623 108 
Total Under 30 74.44 10.053 171 
Over 30 63.05 15.746 42 
Total 72.20 12.234 213 
Expressed Control Male Under 30 41.65 10.330 86 
Over 30 41.37 9.873 19 
Total 41.60 10.202 105 
Female Under 30 35.59 8.789 85 
Over 30 36.39 11.704 23 
Total 35.76 9.429 108 
Total Under 30 38.64 10.038 171 
Over 30 38.64 11.071 42 
Total 38.64 10.223 213 
Received Inclusion Male Under 30 37.07 8.108 86 
Over 30 32.68 11.986 19 
Total 36.28 9.026 105 
Female Under 30 43.16 4.631 85 
Over 30 40.04 8.304 23 
Total 42.50 5.715 108 
Total Under 30 40.10 7.267 171 
Over 30 36.71 10.669 42 
Total 39.43 8.135 213 
Received Control Male Under 30 43.13 10.357 86 
Over 30 40.32 7.725 19 
Total 42.62 9.959 105 
Female Under 30 40.85 9.231 85 
Over 30 35.87 9.493 23 
Total 39.79 9.466 108 
Total Under 30 41.99 9.851 171 
Over 30 37.88 8.920 42 
Total 41.18 9.793 213 
 
6.5.1 Individual differences in Expressed Inclusion 
A 2x2 design was employed to investigate scores on Expressed Inclusion, where gender and age 
were between suďjeĐt͛s factors.  
The main effect of gender is significant F (1, 3) = 4.803, p < 0.05, with a medium power of .588. Males 
scores 71.1 (13.6) and females scored 73.2 (10.6). 
The main effect of age is significant F (1, 3) = 36.159, p < 0.0001, with a large power of 1.00.Thise 
under 30 scored 74.4 (10.1) and those over 30 scored 63.1 (15.7). 
The main effect of age x gender is not significant F (1, 3) = 2.529, p = .113, with a small power of .353. 
The ANOVA and table 6.8 above reveals that females score significantly higher than males in the 
FIRO-B suďgƌoup ͚Eǆpƌessed IŶĐlusioŶ͛, hoǁeǀeƌ, the diffeƌeŶĐe ďetǁeeŶ these sĐoƌes ǁas ŵediuŵ. 
Those who are under the age of 30 score significantly higher than those over 30, there is a large 
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difference between these scores. However, there were no significant interaction effects between 
age and gender.  
6.5.2 Individual differences in Expressed Control 
A 2x2 design was employed to investigate scores on Expressed Control, where gender and age were 
between suďjeĐt͛s factors.  
The main effect of gender is significant F (1, 3) = 4.803, p < 0.005, with a medium power of .588. 
Males scored 41.6 (10.2) and females scored 35.8 (4.9). 
The main effect of age is not significant F (1, 3) =0.023, p = .878, with a small power of .053. 
The main effect of age x gender is not significant F (1, 3) = 2.529, p = .113, with a small power of .353. 
The ANOVA and table 6.8 above reveal that males score significantly higher than females in the 
FIRO-B suďgƌoup ͚Eǆpƌessed CoŶtƌol͛, theƌe ǁas a ŵediuŵ size diffeƌeŶĐe ďetǁeeŶ theiƌ sĐoƌes. The 
results also showed that there is no difference between those under or over 30 years old; both 
groups have identical scores. There were no significant interactions between age and gender.  
6.5.3 Individual difference in Received Inclusion 
A 2x2 design was employed to investigate scores on Received Inclusion, where gender and age were 
between suďjeĐt͛s factors.  
The main effect of gender is significant F (1, 3) = 27.547, p, .0001, with a large power of .999.Males 
scored 36.3 (9.0) and females scored 42.5 (5.7). 
The main effect of age is significant F (1, 3) = 8.576, p< .005, with a large power of .830. Those under 
30 scored 40.1 (7.3) and those over 30 scored 36.7 (10.7). 
The main effect of age x gender is not significant F (1, 3) = 0.243, p= 0.622, with a small power of .078. 
The ANOVA and table 6.8 above shows that females have significantly higher scores than males in 
the FIRO-B suďgƌoup ͚‘eĐeiǀed IŶĐlusioŶ͛, theƌe is a laƌge diffeƌeŶĐe ďetǁeeŶ theiƌ sĐoƌes. The 
results also show that those under 30 have significantly higher scores than those over 30, the 
difference between these scores is large. However, there were no significant interaction effects. 
6.5.4 Individual differences in Received Control 
A 2x2 design was employed to investigate scores on Received Control, where gender and age were 
between suďjeĐt͛s factors.  
The main effect of gender is significant F (1, 3) = 4.094, p < 0.05, with a medium power of .522. Males 
scored 42.6 (9.9) and females scored 39.8 (9.5). 
The main effect of age is significant F (1, 3) = 5.490, p < 0.05, with a medium power of .645. Those 
under 30 scored 42.0 (9.9) and those over 30 scored 37.9 (8.9). 
The main effect of age x gender is not significant F (1, 3 = 0.424, p = .516, with a small power of .099. 
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The ANOVA and table 6.8 above shows that males have significantly higher scores than females in 
the FIRO-B subgroup; Received CoŶtƌol͛, theƌe is oŶlǇ a ŵediuŵ diffeƌeŶĐe ďetǁeeŶ these sĐoƌes. 
Those who are under 30 have significantly higher scores than those over 30, the difference between 
these is medium. However, there were no significant interaction effects between gender and age.  
ϲ.ϲ Chapter suŵŵarǇ  
IŶ suŵŵaƌǇ, the pƌeseŶt aŶalǇsis iŶǀestigates the stƌuĐtuƌe of the FI‘O-B ďǇ usiŶg the ƌaǁ sĐoƌes 
giǀeŶ ďǇ paƌtiĐipaŶts. This pƌoĐeduƌe alloǁs the stƌuĐtuƌe to ďe iŶǀestigated ǁithout iŵposiŶg aŶǇ 
poteŶtiallǇ ƌestƌiĐtiǀe gƌoupiŶgs of iteŵs. Theƌe aƌe tǁo sets of paƌtiĐipaŶts ǁho Đoŵpleted the 
FI‘O-B. The fiƌst ǁas a sŵalleƌ data set ĐoŶsistiŶg of all ŵale paƌtiĐipaŶts, ǁheƌeas the seĐoŶd data 
set ǁas ŵuĐh laƌgeƌ aŶd iŶĐluded ŵales aŶd feŵales of all ages. The ƌesults fƌoŵ these data sets 
ǁeƌe theŶ ĐoŵďiŶed to foƌŵ oŶe laƌge data set. The ƌesults ƌeǀeal that the ŵodes of IŶĐlusioŶ aŶd 
CoŶtƌol aƌe ǁell suppoƌted. Hoǁeǀeƌ, the ĐoŶĐept of OpeŶŶess ĐaŶŶot ďe suppoƌted aŶd these iteŵs 
ƌeƋuiƌe soŵe ƌeǀisioŶ. It is pƌoposed that the iteŵs ƌepƌeseŶtiŶg ŶoŶ-ƌeǀeƌsed OpeŶŶess ďehaǀiouƌs, 
ǁould ďe ŵoƌe appƌopƌiatelǇ Đategoƌized as ƌepƌeseŶtiŶg IŶĐlusioŶ. Those OpeŶŶess iteŵs that aƌe 
ƌeǀeƌsed ǁould ďe ŵoƌe appƌopƌiatelǇ defiŶed as ƌepƌeseŶtiŶg CoŶtƌol. Fuƌtheƌŵoƌe, the eleŵeŶt of 
CoŶtƌol diffeƌeŶtiates those ďehaǀiouƌs that aƌe Eǆpƌessed oƌ ‘eĐeiǀed. Hoǁeǀeƌ, IŶĐlusioŶ aŶd 
OpeŶŶess iteŵs do Ŷot diffeƌeŶtiate the iteŵs oŶ this faĐet; this is likelǇ due to the ƌeĐipƌoĐal Ŷatuƌe 
of iŶĐludiŶg otheƌs aŶd haǀiŶg otheƌs iŶĐlude Ǉou.  
ANOVA tests ƌeǀealed that feŵales sĐoƌe sigŶifiĐaŶtlǇ higheƌ thaŶ ŵales iŶ Eǆpƌessed aŶd ‘eĐeiǀed 
IŶĐlusioŶ. Wheƌeas ŵales sĐoƌed sigŶifiĐaŶtlǇ higheƌ thaŶ feŵales iŶ Eǆpƌessed CoŶtƌol. YouŶgeƌ 
paƌtiĐipaŶts sĐoƌe sigŶifiĐaŶtlǇ higheƌ thaŶ oldeƌ paƌtiĐipaŶts iŶ Eǆpƌessed aŶd ‘eĐeiǀed IŶĐlusioŶ 
aŶd ‘eĐeiǀed CoŶtƌol. This ƌefleĐts the fiŶdiŶgs of otheƌ studies ǁhiĐh ƌepoƌt geŶdeƌ diffeƌeŶĐes iŶ 















Chapter ϳ. StruĐture of reported offeŶdiŶg 
The puƌpose of the pƌeseŶt Đhapteƌ is to iŶǀestigate the stƌuĐtuƌe of ƌepoƌted offeŶdiŶg. Befoƌe 
attitude aŶd peƌsoŶalitǇ stǇles ĐaŶ ďe ƌelated to offeŶdiŶg, the stƌuĐtuƌe of suĐh offeŶdiŶg Ŷeeds to 
ďe estaďlished. “oŵe of the liteƌatuƌe outliŶed iŶ the opeŶiŶg Đhapteƌs Ŷoted that soŵe studies 
ǁithiŶ IŶǀestigatiǀe psǇĐhologǇ haǀe shoǁŶ the ǀalue of ĐoŶsideƌiŶg ĐoŶsisteŶĐǇ iŶ offeŶdiŶg 
aĐĐoƌdiŶg to ǁell-gƌouŶded psǇĐhologiĐal pƌiŶĐipals. Foƌ eǆaŵple, CaŶteƌ & FƌitzoŶ ;ϭϵϵϴͿ 
deŵoŶstƌate that aĐtioŶs of aƌsoŶists ĐaŶ ďe diffeƌeŶtiated iŶto the stǇle ;IŶstƌuŵeŶtal oƌ EǆpƌessiǀeͿ 
aŶd taƌget ;OďjeĐt oƌ PeƌsoŶͿ of the offeŶdiŶg ďehaǀiouƌ. “iŵilaƌlǇ, YouŶgs ;ϮϬϬϭͿ suggests that 
offeŶdiŶg ďehaǀiouƌ ĐaŶ ďe diffeƌeŶtiated iŶto diffeƌeŶt tǇpes aŶd leǀels of gaiŶ.  
The pƌeseŶt Đhapteƌ aiŵs to iŶǀestigate the stƌuĐtuƌe of the eǆteŶded ϰϱ iteŵ ǀeƌsioŶ of YouŶgs͛ 
;ϮϬϬϭͿ DϰϮ sĐale. YouŶgs͛ studǇ ƌeĐƌuited offeŶdeƌs, ǁheƌeas the pƌeseŶt studǇ iŶǀestigates these 
pƌiŶĐipals ǁith a ŶoŶ-iŶĐaƌĐeƌated populatioŶ. It is eǆpeĐted that ŶoŶ-offeŶdeƌs iŶ the pƌeseŶt studǇ 
ǁill shoǁ the saŵe stƌuĐtuƌe of pƌefeƌeŶĐes as offeŶdeƌs.  
The Dϰϱ sĐale ĐoŶsists of ϰϱ ĐoŶteǆtualised ĐƌiŵiŶal aŶd deǀiaŶt aĐts. YouŶgs deǀeloped the DϰϮ to 
ĐoŶtaiŶ stateŵeŶts that ƌetaiŶed psǇĐhologiĐallǇ salieŶt aspeĐts ǁithiŶ eaĐh iteŵ. YouŶgs deǀeloped 
this sĐale to ďe appliĐaďle to a Đohoƌt of ǇouŶg ŵale offeŶdeƌs. IŶ oƌdeƌ to ďe appliĐaďle to a ǁideƌ 
Đohoƌt, the pƌeseŶt sĐale ǁas ĐoŶstƌuĐted to iŶĐlude ϯ ŵoƌe iteŵs thaŶ the pƌeǀious ǀeƌsioŶ.  The 
Dϰϱ ŵeasuƌes seǀeƌal aspeĐts of ĐƌiŵiŶal ďehaǀiouƌ, these aƌe: tǇpe of gaiŶ ǁhiĐh is pƌoduĐed, the 
taƌget of the offeŶdiŶg ďehaǀiouƌ, aŶd the ŵode of ďehaǀiouƌ. The tǇpe of gaiŶ ǁhiĐh the aĐt eliĐits 
has thƌee eleŵeŶts, these aƌe: Mateƌial, Poǁeƌ, aŶd “eŶsoƌǇ gaiŶs. The taƌget of offeŶdiŶg ďehaǀiouƌ 
faĐet has tǁo eleŵeŶts: PeƌsoŶ oƌ PƌopeƌtǇ. FiŶallǇ, the ŵode of ďehaǀiouƌ also has tǁo eleŵeŶts: 
IŶstƌuŵeŶtal oƌ Eǆpƌessiǀe. 
It is hǇpothesised that offeŶĐes ĐaŶ ďe diffeƌeŶtiated iŶto IŶstƌuŵeŶtal oƌ Eǆpƌessiǀe Đƌiŵes. It is 
fuƌtheƌ hǇpothesised that the taƌget of the offeŶdiŶg ďehaǀiouƌ ĐaŶ ďe diffeƌeŶtiated iŶto taƌgetiŶg a 
PeƌsoŶ oƌ PƌopeƌtǇ. It is pƌoposed that the tǇpe aŶd leǀel of gaiŶ ǁill ďe diffeƌeŶtiated iŶto those 
Đƌiŵes ǁhiĐh pƌoduĐe a high oƌ loǁ leǀel of Mateƌial, Poǁeƌ, aŶd “eŶsoƌǇ gaiŶs. It is hǇpothesised 
that theƌe ǁill ďe geŶdeƌ aŶd age diffeƌeŶĐes iŶ the leǀel of self-ƌepoƌted offeŶdiŶg ďehaǀiouƌ.  
ϳ.ϭ StruĐture of the Dϰϱ sĐale 
The iteŵs ǁhiĐh ƌepƌeseŶt Mateƌial gaiŶs suggest that the ĐƌiŵiŶal oƌ deǀiaŶt ďehaǀiouƌ ǁould 
pƌoduĐe soŵe kiŶd of ŵoŶetaƌǇ oƌ otheƌ ŵateƌial gaiŶ. Foƌ eǆaŵple, iteŵs suĐh as ϰ ͚TakeŶ thiŶgs 
ǁoƌth ďetǁeeŶ £ϭϬ aŶd £ϭϬϬ fƌoŵ a shop ǁithout paǇiŶg foƌ theŵ?͛, aŶd ϭϰ ͚TakeŶ a ďiĐǇĐle 
ďeloŶgiŶg to soŵeoŶe Ǉou didŶ͛t kŶoǁ ǁith Ŷo iŶteŶtioŶ of ƌetuƌŶiŶg it? ,͛ aƌe ǁithiŶ this eleŵeŶt. 
The iteŵs ǁhiĐh ƌepƌeseŶt Poǁeƌ gaiŶs suggest that the gaiŶ ǁould ďe soŵe foƌŵ of status oƌ 
ĐoŶtƌol oǀeƌ otheƌs. Foƌ eǆaŵple, iteŵs suĐh as ϳ ͚Pulled a kŶife, guŶ oƌ soŵe otheƌ ǁeapoŶ oŶ 
soŵeoŶe just to let theŵ kŶoǁ Ǉou ŵeaŶt ďusiŶess?͛, ϭϮ ͚Used a Đluď, kŶife oƌ otheƌ ǁeapoŶ to get 
soŵethiŶg fƌoŵ soŵeoŶe? ,͛ aŶd Ϯϭ ͚PiĐked a fight ǁith soŵeoŶe Ǉou didŶ͛t kŶoǁ just foƌ the hell of 
it? .͛ 
The iteŵs ǁhiĐh ƌepƌeseŶt “eŶsoƌǇ gaiŶs suggest that the gaiŶ ǁould stiŵulate the seŶses iŶ soŵe 
ǁaǇ. Iteŵs suĐh as ϭϲ ͚IŶteŶtioŶallǇ staƌted a ďuildiŶg oŶ fiƌe? ,͛ ϭϴ ͚BƌokeŶ the ǁiŶdoǁs of aŶ eŵptǇ 
house oƌ otheƌ uŶoĐĐupied ďuildiŶg? ,͛ oƌ Ϯϲ ͚Sŵoked ŵaƌijuaŶa ;gƌass/potͿ?͛ aƌe ǁithiŶ this eleŵeŶt. 
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These thƌee tǇpes of gaiŶ ĐaŶ pƌoduĐe high oƌ loǁ leǀel of eaĐh paƌtiĐulaƌ gaiŶ, ĐƌeatiŶg siǆ 
Đategoƌies of gaiŶ tǇpe. A suŵŵaƌǇ of the iteŵs ǁhiĐh ŵake up eaĐh gaiŶ tǇpe aŶd leǀel is ďeloǁ iŶ 
taďle ϳ.ϭ. 
The iteŵs ǁhiĐh ƌepƌeseŶt PeƌsoŶ diƌeĐted aĐts all iŶǀolǀe diƌeĐt ǀioleŶt ĐoŶtaĐt ǁith a ǀiĐtiŵ, foƌ 
eǆaŵple iteŵs suĐh as ϲ ͚Caƌƌied a ƌazoƌ, fliĐk-kŶife oƌ soŵe otheƌ ǁeapoŶ  ǁith the iŶteŶtioŶ of 
usiŶg it iŶ a fight? ,͛ aŶd ϭϭ ͚Used phǇsiĐal foƌĐe ;like tǁistiŶg aŶ aƌŵ oƌ ĐhokiŶgͿ to get ŵoŶeǇ fƌoŵ 
aŶotheƌ peƌsoŶ? ,͛ aƌe ǁithiŶ this eleŵeŶt. Taďles ϳ.ϭ aŶd ϳ.Ϯ giǀe a suŵŵaƌǇ of the iteŵs iŶ eaĐh 
ĐategoƌǇ. The iteŵs ǁhiĐh ƌepƌeseŶt PƌopeƌtǇ aĐts all iŶǀolǀe iŶdiƌeĐt ĐoŶtaĐt ǁith a ǀiĐtiŵ, takiŶg 
ŵoŶeǇ oƌ goods ǁithout iŶteƌaĐtiŶg ǁith the ǀiĐtiŵ. Iteŵs suĐh as ϭϯ ͚TakeŶ thiŶgs fƌoŵ a 
ǁallet/puƌse ;oƌ the ǁhole ǁallet/puƌseͿ ǁhile the oǁŶeƌ ǁasŶ͛t aƌouŶd oƌ lookiŶg? ,͛ aŶd ϯϲ ͚BƌokeŶ 
iŶto a house, shop, sĐhool oƌ otheƌ ďuildiŶg to ďƌeak thiŶgs up oƌ Đause otheƌ daŵage? ,͛ aƌe ǁithiŶ 
this eleŵeŶt.  
The iteŵs ǁhiĐh ƌepƌeseŶt IŶstƌuŵeŶtal ŵodes of ďehaǀiouƌ aƌe iteŵs ǁhiĐh aƌe Đaƌƌied out to 
aĐhieǀe soŵe seĐoŶdaƌǇ goal. Foƌ eǆaŵple iteŵs suĐh as ϯ ͚TakeŶ huďĐaps, ǁheels, the ďatteƌǇ oƌ 
soŵe otheƌ paƌt of a Đaƌ ǁithout the oǁŶeƌ͛s peƌŵissioŶ? ,͛ aŶd ϭϳ ͚TakeŶ little thiŶgs ;ǁoƌth less 
thaŶ £ϱͿ fƌoŵ a shop ǁithout paǇiŶg foƌ theŵ? ,͛ aƌe ǁithiŶ this eleŵeŶt. A suŵŵaƌǇ of the iteŵs 
ǁithiŶ eaĐh of these eleŵeŶts is giǀeŶ iŶ taďleϳ.ϱ ďeloǁ. 
ϳ.Ϯ SuŵŵarǇ of ŵeaŶ sĐores 
The full list of iteŵs is shoǁŶ iŶ the taďle ďeloǁ; Ŷeǆt to eaĐh iteŵ aƌe the ŵeaŶ aŶd staŶdaƌd 
deǀiatioŶ ǀalues. As all of the ŵeaŶ sĐoƌes aƌe faiƌlǇ loǁ, the fiŶal ĐoluŵŶ of the taďle shoǁs the 
















Taďle ϳ.ϭ Taďle of ŵeaŶ sĐores for Dϰϱ iteŵs 
QuestioŶ MeaŶ SD % reported at least 
oŶĐe 
ϭ. BƌokeŶ iŶto house, shop, sĐhool aŶd takeŶ ŵoŶeǇ oƌ soŵethiŶg else Ǉou ǁaŶted? ϭ.ϯϬ .ϳϱ ϭϱ 
Ϯ. BƌokeŶ iŶto a loĐked Đaƌ to get soŵethiŶg fƌoŵ it? ϭ.ϮϬ .ϲϬ ϳϴ 
ϯ. TakeŶ huďĐaps, ǁheels, the ďatteƌǇ oƌ soŵe otheƌ paƌt of a Đaƌ ǁithout the oǁŶeƌ s͛ 
peƌŵissioŶ? 
ϭ.ϯϬ .ϲϵ ϮϬ 
ϰ. TakeŶ thiŶgs ǁoƌth ďetǁeeŶ £ϭϬ aŶd £ϭϬϬ fƌoŵ a shop ǁithout paǇiŶg foƌ theŵ? ϭ.ϯϰ .ϴϬ ϮϬ 
ϱ. ThƌeateŶed to ďeat soŵeoŶe up if theǇ didŶ͛t giǀe Ǉou ŵoŶeǇ oƌ soŵethiŶg else Ǉou 
ǁaŶted? 
ϭ.ϭϵ .ϱϵ ϭϯ 
ϲ. Caƌƌied a ƌazoƌ, fliĐk-kŶife oƌ soŵe otheƌ ǁeapoŶ ǁith the iŶteŶtioŶ of usiŶg it iŶ a fight? ϭ.ϭϵ .ϲϬ ϳ 
ϳ. Pulled a kŶife, guŶ oƌ soŵe otheƌ ǁeapoŶ oŶ soŵeoŶe just to let theŵ kŶoǁ Ǉou ŵeaŶt 
ďusiŶess? 
ϭ.ϭϬ .ϱϬ ϲ 
ϴ. Beat soŵeoŶe up so ďadlǇ theǇ pƌoďaďlǇ Ŷeeded a doĐtoƌ? ϭ.Ϯϵ .ϲϳ ϭϵ 
ϵ. TakeŶ a Đaƌ ďeloŶgiŶg to soŵeoŶe Ǉou didŶ͛t kŶoǁ foƌ a ƌide ǁithout the oǁŶeƌ s͛ 
peƌŵissioŶ? 
ϭ.ϭϱ .ϲϭ ϳ 
ϭϬ. Tƌied to get aǁaǇ fƌoŵ a poliĐe offiĐeƌ ďǇ fightiŶg oƌ stƌuggliŶg ? ϭ.ϭϴ .ϲϬ ϭϮ 
ϭϭ. Used phǇsiĐal foƌĐe ;like tǁistiŶg aŶ aƌŵ oƌ ĐhokiŶgͿ to get ŵoŶeǇ fƌoŵ aŶotheƌ peƌsoŶ?  ϭ.ϭϳ .ϴϬ ϱ 
ϭϮ. Used a Đluď, kŶife oƌ otheƌ ǁeapoŶ to get soŵethiŶg fƌoŵ soŵeoŶe? ϭ.ϭϭ .ϱϯ ϰ 
ϭϯ. TakeŶ thiŶgs fƌoŵ a ǁallet/puƌse ;oƌ the ǁhole ǁallet/puƌseͿ ǁhile the oǁŶeƌ ǁasŶ͛t 
aƌouŶd oƌ lookiŶg? 
ϭ.Ϯϯ .ϲϮ ϮϬ 
ϭϰ. TakeŶ a ďiĐǇĐle ďeloŶgiŶg to soŵeoŶe Ǉou didŶ͛t kŶoǁ ǁith Ŷo iŶteŶtioŶ of ƌetuƌŶiŶg it? ϭ.Ϯϰ .ϲϲ ϭϰ 
ϭϱ. Tƌied to pass a ĐheƋue ďǇ sigŶiŶg soŵeoŶe else s͛ Ŷaŵe? ϭ.Ϯϱ .ϳϱ ϱ 
ϭϲ. IŶteŶtioŶallǇ staƌted a ďuildiŶg oŶ fiƌe? ϭ.Ϯϰ .ϵϯ ϱ 
ϭϳ. TakeŶ little thiŶgs ;ǁoƌth less thaŶ £ϱͿ fƌoŵ a shop ǁithout paǇiŶg foƌ theŵ? ϭ.ϴϭ .ϵϬ ϱϱ 
ϭϴ. BƌokeŶ the ǁiŶdoǁs of aŶ eŵptǇ house oƌ otheƌ uŶoĐĐupied ďuildiŶg? ϭ.ϰϴ .ϵϴ Ϯϱ 
ϭϵ. Bought soŵethiŶg Ǉou kŶeǁ had ďeeŶ stoleŶ? ϭ.ϲϭ .ϴϰ ϰϭ 
ϮϬ. ‘efused to tell the poliĐe oƌ soŵe otheƌ offiĐial ǁhat Ǉou kŶeǁ aďout a Đƌiŵe? ϭ.ϰϰ .ϵϲ Ϯϰ 
Ϯϭ. PiĐked a fight ǁith soŵeoŶe Ǉou didŶ͛t kŶoǁ just foƌ the hell of it? ϭ.ϱϭ .ϴϮ ϭϵ 
ϮϮ. BeeŶ iŶǀolǀed iŶ gaŶg fights? ϭ.ϰϬ ϭ.ϭϲ ϭϴ 
Ϯϯ. BeeŶ loud, ƌoǁdǇ oƌ uŶƌulǇ iŶ a puďliĐ plaĐe? Ϯ.ϬϬ ϭ.ϭϴ ϲϰ 
Ϯϰ. Had seǆ iŶ puďliĐ? ϭ.ϵϰ ϭ.ϭϮ ϱϵ 






Taďle ϳ.Ϯ Taďle of ŵeaŶ sĐores for Dϰϱ iteŵs ĐoŶtiŶued. 
QuestioŶ MeaŶ SD % reported at least 
oŶĐe 
Ϯϲ. Sŵoked ŵaƌijuaŶa ;gƌass/potͿ? Ϯ.ϮϮ ϭ.ϴϯ ϲϯ 
Ϯϳ. DƌiǀeŶ a Đaƌ ǁheŶ Ǉou ǁeƌe dƌuŶk oƌ high oŶ soŵe dƌugs? ϭ.ϰϰ .ϵϲ Ϯϳ 
Ϯϴ. TakeŶ ďaƌďituƌates ;doǁŶeƌsͿ oƌ speed ;oƌ otheƌ uppeƌsͿ ǁithout a pƌesĐƌiptioŶ?  ϭ.ϯϳ .ϵϴ ϭϴ 
Ϯϵ. TakeŶ eĐstasǇ ;͚E s͛Ϳ? ϭ.ϲϯ ϭ.ϭϬ Ϯϱ 
ϯϬ. Used heƌoiŶ ;sŵaĐkͿ oƌ ĐoĐaiŶe? ϭ.ϱϰ ϭ.Ϭϭ ϭϵ 
ϯϭ. Cheated at sĐhool iŶ tests? ϭ.ϲϵ .ϵϲ ϱϬ 
ϯϮ. Not ƌetuƌŶed eǆtƌa ĐhaŶge that a Đashieƌ gaǀe Ǉou ďǇ ŵistake? ϭ.ϵϭ .ϵϯ ϳϳ 
ϯϯ. Used fake ŵoŶeǇ iŶ a ŵaĐhiŶe? ϭ.ϲϮ ϭ.Ϭϵ Ϯϰ 
ϯϰ. TakeŶ thiŶgs of laƌge ǀalue ;ǁoƌth ŵoƌe thaŶ £ϭϬϬͿ fƌoŵ a shop ǁithout paǇiŶg foƌ 
theŵ? 
ϭ.ϭϰ .ϱϮ ϳ 
 
ϯϱ. BeeŶ dƌuŶk ƌegulaƌlǇ ǁheŶ Ǉou ǁeƌe uŶdeƌ ϭϲ? 
Ϯ.ϯϭ ϭ.ϯϰ ϳϯ 
ϯϲ. BƌokeŶ iŶto a house, shop, sĐhool oƌ otheƌ ďuildiŶg to ďƌeak thiŶgs up oƌ Đause otheƌ 
daŵage? 
ϭ.ϯϮ .ϴϮ ϭϬ 
ϯϳ. Dialled ϵϵϵ just foƌ a joke? ϭ.ϰϭ .ϴϭ ϭϴ 
ϯϴ. Let off fiƌeǁoƌks iŶ the stƌeet? ϭ.ϲϲ ϭ.Ϭϴ ϯϲ 
ϯϵ. DeliďeƌatelǇ tƌaǀelled ǁithout a tiĐket oŶ a ďus, tƌaiŶ oƌ the tuďe? Ϯ.ϯϰ ϭ.ϮϬ ϲϴ 
ϰϬ. TakeŶ ŵoŶeǇ fƌoŵ soŵeoŶe at hoŵe ǁithout ƌetuƌŶiŶg it? ϭ.ϲϮ .ϵϳ ϯϲ 
ϰϭ.  DeliďeƌatelǇ litteƌed the stƌeets? Ϯ.ϭϳ ϭ.Ϯϱ ϱϵ 
ϰϮ. AŶŶoǇed oƌ iŶsulted a stƌaŶgeƌ? ϭ.ϲϰ .ϵϯ ϰϲ 
ϰϯ. Not goŶe to sĐhool ǁheŶ Ǉou should haǀe ďeeŶ theƌe? Ϯ.ϭϯ ϭ.Ϯϰ ϳϰ 
ϰϰ. SŶiffed glue oƌ otheƌ solǀeŶts ;e.g. tippeǆ thiŶŶeƌͿ? ϭ.ϯϯ .ϴϱ ϭϴ 
ϰϱ. Used oƌ Đaƌƌied a guŶ to help Ǉou Đoŵŵit a Đƌiŵe? ϭ.ϭϮ .ϱϱ ϱ 
 
The taďles aďoǀe shoǁs that all of the iteŵs haǀe a faiƌlǇ loǁ ŵeaŶ sĐoƌe. Hoǁeǀeƌ, theƌe aƌe soŵe 
iteŵs ǁith higheƌ sĐoƌes thaŶ otheƌs, this iŶdiĐates that theƌe aƌe a Ŷuŵďeƌ of paƌtiĐipaŶts ǁho haǀe 
Đaƌƌied out all of the aĐts at least oŶĐe. 
NiŶe of the iteŵs aďoǀe haǀe a high peƌĐeŶtage ;oǀeƌ ϱϬ%Ϳ of the populatioŶ ƌepoƌtiŶg ĐoŵŵittiŶg 
theŵ at least oŶĐe. These aƌe as folloǁs: 
Ϯ. BƌokeŶ iŶto a loĐked Đaƌ to get soŵethiŶg fƌoŵ it ;ϳϴ%Ϳ 
 ϭϳ. TakeŶ little thiŶgs ;ǁoƌth less thaŶ £ϱͿ fƌoŵ a shop ǁithout paǇiŶg foƌ theŵ ;ϱϱ%Ϳ 
Ϯϯ. BeeŶ loud, ƌoǁdǇ oƌ uŶƌulǇ iŶ a puďliĐ plaĐe ;ϲϰ%Ϳ 
Ϯϰ. Had seǆ iŶ puďliĐ ;ϱϵ%Ϳ 
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Ϯϲ. Sŵoked ŵaƌijuaŶa ;gƌass/potͿ? ;ϲϯ%Ϳ 
ϯϭ. Cheated at sĐhool iŶ tests ;ϱϬ%Ϳ 
ϯϮ. Not ƌetuƌŶed eǆtƌa ĐhaŶge that a Đashieƌ gaǀe Ǉou ďǇ ŵistake ;ϳϬ%Ϳ 
ϯϱ. BeeŶ dƌuŶk ƌegulaƌlǇ ǁheŶ Ǉou ǁeƌe uŶdeƌ ϭϲ ;ϳϮ%Ϳ 
ϯϵ. DeliďeƌatelǇ tƌaǀelled ǁithout a tiĐket oŶ a ďus, tƌaiŶ oƌ the tuďe ;ϲϳ%Ϳ 
ϰϭ.  DeliďeƌatelǇ litteƌed the stƌeets ;ϱϵ%Ϳ 
ϰϯ. Not goŶe to sĐhool ǁheŶ Ǉou should haǀe ďeeŶ theƌe ;ϳϰ%Ϳ 
These ŶiŶe iteŵs ĐaŶ ďe uŶdeƌstood as deǀiaŶt eǀeŶts, these aƌe aŵoŶgst the least seƌious iteŵs 
ǁithiŶ the ƋuestioŶŶaiƌe. The high peƌĐeŶtage of iŶdiǀiduals ƌepoƌtiŶg paƌtiĐipatioŶ iŶ these eǀeŶts 
ƌefleĐts the ƌesults detailed iŶ Đhapteƌ ϱ. PaƌtiĐipaŶts aƌe ŵost likelǇ to eŶgage iŶ loǁ ƌisk, less 
seƌious Đƌiŵes. 
Tǁelǀe of the iteŵs fƌoŵ the Dϰϱ haǀe a ŵodeƌate peƌĐeŶtage of paƌtiĐipaŶts ƌepoƌtiŶg ĐoŵŵittiŶg 
theŵ ;ϮϬ-ϰϵ%Ϳ. These aƌe: 
ϯ. TakeŶ huďĐaps, ǁheels, the ďatteƌǇ oƌ soŵe otheƌ paƌt of a Đaƌ ǁithout the oǁŶeƌ͛s 
peƌŵissioŶ ;ϮϬ%Ϳ 
ϰ. TakeŶ thiŶgs ǁoƌth ďetǁeeŶ £ϭϬ aŶd £ϭϬϬ fƌoŵ a shop ǁithout paǇiŶg foƌ theŵ ;ϮϬ%Ϳ  
ϭϯ. TakeŶ thiŶgs fƌoŵ a ǁallet/puƌse ;oƌ the ǁhole ǁallet/puƌseͿ ǁhile the oǁŶeƌ ǁasŶ͛t 
aƌouŶd oƌ lookiŶg ;ϮϬ%Ϳ 
ϭϴ. BƌokeŶ the ǁiŶdoǁs of aŶ eŵptǇ house oƌ otheƌ uŶoĐĐupied ďuildiŶg ;Ϯϱ%Ϳ 
ϭϵ. Bought soŵethiŶg Ǉou kŶeǁ had ďeeŶ stoleŶ ;ϰϭ%Ϳ 
ϮϬ. ‘efused to tell the poliĐe oƌ soŵe otheƌ offiĐial ǁhat Ǉou kŶeǁ aďout a Đƌiŵe ;Ϯϰ%Ϳ 
Ϯϳ. DƌiǀeŶ a Đaƌ ǁheŶ Ǉou ǁeƌe dƌuŶk oƌ high oŶ soŵe dƌugs ;Ϯϳ%Ϳ 
Ϯϵ. TakeŶ eĐstasǇ ;͚E͛sͿ ;Ϯϳ%Ϳ 
ϯϯ. Used fake ŵoŶeǇ iŶ a ŵaĐhiŶe ;Ϯϰ%Ϳ 
ϯϴ. Let off fiƌeǁoƌks iŶ the stƌeet ;ϯϲ%Ϳ 
ϰϬ. TakeŶ ŵoŶeǇ fƌoŵ soŵeoŶe at hoŵe ǁithout ƌetuƌŶiŶg it ;ϯϲ%Ϳ 
ϰϮ. AŶŶoǇed oƌ iŶsulted a stƌaŶgeƌ ;ϰϲ%Ϳ 
Iteŵs ϭϵ, ϭϴ, ϰϬ aŶd ϰϮ aďoǀe haǀe a higheƌ peƌĐeŶtage of paƌtiĐipaŶts ƌepoƌtiŶg ĐaƌƌǇiŶg out these 
aĐts at least oŶĐe ǁheŶ Đoŵpaƌed to the otheƌ iteŵs iŶ this seĐtioŶ. These iteŵs ƌefleĐt ŵostlǇ 
deǀiaŶt aĐts, aŶd theǇ ǁould Ŷot pƌoduĐe a laƌge gaiŶ of aŶǇ tǇpe. AgaiŶ, this ƌefleĐts the fiŶdiŶgs iŶ 
Đhapteƌ ϱ that iŶdiǀiduals aƌe ŵost likelǇ to shoǁ ŵoƌe of a positiǀe attitude to the loǁeƌ ƌisk, loǁ 
gaiŶ iteŵs. ‘eŵaiŶiŶg iteŵs iŶ this seĐtioŶ also ƌefleĐt a loǁeƌ leǀel of diffeƌeŶt tǇpes of gaiŶs that 
ŵaǇ ďe iŶteƌpƌeted as ŵoƌe deǀiaŶt thaŶ ĐƌiŵiŶal. 
Theƌe aƌe tǁelǀe iteŵs that haǀe a sŵall peƌĐeŶtage of iŶdiǀiduals ƌepoƌtiŶg ĐoŵŵittiŶg theŵ at 
least oŶĐe ;ďetǁeeŶ ϭϬ-ϭϵ%Ϳ. These aƌe: 
ϭ. BƌokeŶ iŶto house, shop, sĐhool aŶd takeŶ ŵoŶeǇ oƌ soŵethiŶg else Ǉou ǁaŶted ;ϭϱ%Ϳ 
ϱ. ThƌeateŶed to ďeat soŵeoŶe up if theǇ didŶ͛t giǀe Ǉou ŵoŶeǇ oƌ soŵethiŶg else Ǉou 
ǁaŶted ;ϭϯ%Ϳ 
ϴ. Beat soŵeoŶe up so ďadlǇ theǇ pƌoďaďlǇ Ŷeeded a doĐtoƌ ;ϭϵ%Ϳ 
ϭϬ. Tƌied to get aǁaǇ fƌoŵ a poliĐe offiĐeƌ ďǇ fightiŶg oƌ stƌuggliŶg ;ϭϮ%Ϳ 




Ϯϭ. PiĐked a fight ǁith soŵeoŶe Ǉou didŶ͛t kŶoǁ just foƌ the hell of it ;ϭϵ%Ϳ 
ϮϮ. BeeŶ iŶǀolǀed iŶ gaŶg fights ;ϭϴ%Ϳ 
Ϯϴ. TakeŶ ďaƌďituƌates ;doǁŶeƌsͿ oƌ speed ;oƌ otheƌ uppeƌsͿ ǁithout a pƌesĐƌiptioŶ ;ϭϴ%Ϳ 
ϯϬ. Used heƌoiŶ ;sŵaĐkͿ oƌ ĐoĐaiŶe ;ϭϵ%Ϳ 
ϯϲ. BƌokeŶ iŶto a house, shop, sĐhool oƌ otheƌ ďuildiŶg to ďƌeak thiŶgs up oƌ Đause otheƌ 
daŵage ;ϭϬ%Ϳ 
ϯϳ. Dialled ϵϵϵ just foƌ a joke ;ϭϴ%Ϳ 
ϰϰ. SŶiffed glue oƌ otheƌ solǀeŶts ;e.g. tippeǆ thiŶŶeƌͿ ;ϭϴ%Ϳ 
All of the iteŵs aďoǀe haǀe a sŵall peƌĐeŶtage of paƌtiĐipaŶts ƌepoƌtiŶg iŶǀolǀeŵeŶt oŶ at least oŶe 
oĐĐasioŶ. Most of these iteŵs iŶ this seĐtioŶ pƌoduĐe seŶsoƌǇ gaiŶs ǁhiĐh aƌe ŵaiŶlǇ iŶ the foƌŵ of 
dƌug takiŶg ďehaǀiouƌs, hoǁeǀeƌ, theƌe is oŶe iteŵ ƌelatiŶg to a ŵateƌial gaiŶ ;iteŵ ϭͿ. The seŶsoƌǇ 
gaiŶs iŶ the paƌagƌaph aďoǀe ŵaǇ ďe uŶdeƌstood as ďeiŶg ŵoƌe seƌious iŶ Ŷatuƌe thaŶ the deǀiaŶt 
iteŵs that ϮϬ-ϰϵ% ƌepoƌted ĐaƌƌǇiŶg out. Foƌ eǆaŵple, iteŵ ϯϬ ͚used heƌoiŶ oƌ ĐoĐaiŶe͛ is a ĐƌiŵiŶal 
offeŶĐe iŶǀolǀiŶg a Đlass A dƌug, ǁheƌeas Ϯϲ ͚Sŵoked ŵaƌijuaŶa ;gƌass/potͿ͛ is a Đlass C dƌug. All of 
these iteŵs pƌoduĐe a higheƌ leǀel of “eŶsoƌǇ aŶd Mateƌial gaiŶ thaŶ the iteŵs iŶ the pƌeǀious tǁo 
paƌagƌaphs. 
FiŶallǇ, teŶ of the iteŵs haǀe a ŵiŶiŵal peƌĐeŶtage ;less thaŶ ϭϬ%Ϳ of paƌtiĐipaŶts ƌepoƌtiŶg 
iŶǀolǀeŵeŶt oŶ at least oŶe oĐĐasioŶ. These aƌe: 
ϲ. Caƌƌied a ƌazoƌ, fliĐk-kŶife oƌ soŵe otheƌ ǁeapoŶ ǁith the iŶteŶtioŶ of usiŶg it iŶ a fight 
;ϳ%Ϳ 
ϳ. Pulled a kŶife, guŶ oƌ soŵe otheƌ ǁeapoŶ oŶ soŵeoŶe just to let theŵ kŶoǁ Ǉou ŵeaŶt 
ďusiŶess ;ϲ%Ϳ 
ϵ. TakeŶ a Đaƌ ďeloŶgiŶg to soŵeoŶe Ǉou didŶ͛t kŶoǁ foƌ a ƌide ǁithout the oǁŶeƌ͛s 
peƌŵissioŶ ;ϳ%Ϳ 
ϭϭ. Used phǇsiĐal foƌĐe ;like tǁistiŶg aŶ aƌŵ oƌ ĐhokiŶgͿ to get ŵoŶeǇ fƌoŵ aŶotheƌ peƌsoŶ 
;ϱ%Ϳ 
ϭϮ. Used a Đluď, kŶife oƌ otheƌ ǁeapoŶ to get soŵethiŶg fƌoŵ soŵeoŶe ;ϰ%Ϳ 
ϭϱ. Tƌied to pass a ĐheƋue ďǇ sigŶiŶg soŵeoŶe else͛s Ŷaŵe ;ϱ%Ϳ 
ϭϲ. IŶteŶtioŶallǇ staƌted a ďuildiŶg oŶ fiƌe ;ϱ%Ϳ 
Ϯϱ. AtteŶded a deŵoŶstƌatioŶ oƌ spoƌtiŶg eǀeŶt to Đause a distuƌďaŶĐe oƌ ďe ǀioleŶt ;ϵ%Ϳ 
ϯϰ. TakeŶ thiŶgs of laƌge ǀalue ;ǁoƌth ŵoƌe thaŶ £ϭϬϬͿ fƌoŵ a shop ǁithout paǇiŶg foƌ theŵ 
;ϳ%Ϳ 
ϰϱ. Used oƌ Đaƌƌied a guŶ to help Ǉou Đoŵŵit a Đƌiŵe ;ϱ%Ϳ 
These teŶ iteŵs aƌe the least ƌepoƌted of the ϰϱ iteŵs; all of the iteŵs oŶ the Dϰϱ haǀe at least oŶe 
peƌsoŶ ƌepoƌtiŶg ĐaƌƌǇiŶg out the Đƌiŵe. These iteŵs ŵaǇ ďe uŶdeƌstood as the ŵost seƌious of 
those listed. These iteŵs ǁould pƌoduĐe a higheƌ leǀel of gaiŶ aŶd a higheƌ leǀel of psǇĐhologiĐal 
iŶteŶsitǇ thaŶ the iteŵs listed iŶ the seĐtioŶs aďoǀe. Foƌ eǆaŵple, iteŵ ϯϰ ͚TakeŶ thiŶgs of laƌge 
ǀalue ;ǁoƌth ŵoƌe thaŶ £ϭϬϬͿ fƌoŵ a shop ǁithout paǇiŶg foƌ theŵ ,͛ ǁould Ǉield a higheƌ ŵateƌial 
gaiŶ thaŶ iteŵ ϭϳ  ͚TakeŶ little thiŶgs ;ǁoƌth less thaŶ £ϱͿ fƌoŵ a shop ǁithout paǇiŶg foƌ theŵ͛. 
“iŵilaƌlǇ, iteŵ ϲ ͚Caƌƌied a ƌazoƌ, fliĐk-kŶife oƌ soŵe otheƌ ǁeapoŶ ǁith the iŶteŶtioŶ of usiŶg it iŶ a 




ϳ.ϯ UsiŶg Sŵallest SpaĐe AŶalǇsis to eǆaŵiŶe struĐture. 
UsiŶg HUDAP softǁaƌe, the fiƌst pƌojeĐtioŶ ;ǀeĐtoƌ ϭ ďǇ ǀeĐtoƌ ϮͿ of the tǁo diŵeŶsioŶal solutioŶ 
ǁas seleĐted. The ĐoeffiĐieŶt of alieŶatioŶ ;Boƌg & LiŶgoes, ϭϵϴϳͿ iŶdiĐates hoǁ ĐleaƌlǇ the ƌaŶk 
oƌdeƌs of the distaŶĐes ďetǁeeŶ the poiŶts ǁithiŶ the giǀeŶ spaĐe ƌelate to the ƌaŶk oƌdeƌs of the 
ĐoeffiĐieŶts ďetǁeeŶ the iteŵs. IŶ geŶeƌal the loǁeƌ the ĐoeffiĐieŶt the ďetteƌ the fit, iŶ this iŶstaŶĐe 


























Figure ϳ.ϭ SSA plot of ĐoŶfiguratioŶ of Dϰϱ iteŵs 
 
The ƌesults displaǇed aƌe fƌoŵ a Ϯ diŵeŶsioŶal ϭ ǆ Ϯ pƌojeĐtioŶ ǁith a ĐoeffiĐieŶt of alieŶatioŶ of .Ϯϭ. 
Taďle ϳ.ϯ KeǇ to iteŵs oŶ the Dϰϱ SSA 
D45 item   
1Broken into house, shop, school and taken money 
or something else you wanted 
16Intentionally started a building on fire 31Cheated at school in tests 
2Broken into a locked car to get something from it 17Taken little things (worth less than £5) 
from a shop without paying for them 
32Not returned extra change that a cashier gave 
you by mistake 
3Taken hubcaps, wheels, the battery or some other 
paƌt of a Đaƌ ǁithout the oǁŶeƌ͛s peƌŵissioŶ 
18Broken the windows of an empty house 
or other unoccupied building 
33Used fake money in a machine 
4Taken things worth between £10 and £100 from a 
shop without paying for them 
19Bought something you knew had been 
stolen 
34Taken things of large value (worth more than 
£100) from a shop without paying for them 
ϱThƌeateŶed to ďeat soŵeoŶe up if theǇ didŶ͛t giǀe 
you money or something else you wanted 
20Refused to tell the police or some other 
official what you knew about a crime 
35Been drunk regularly when you were under 
16 
6Carried a razor, flick-knife or some other weapon  
with the intention of using it in a fight 
21Picked a fight with someone you didŶ͛t 
know just for the hell of it 
36Broken into a house, shop, school or other 
building to break things up or cause other 
damage 
7Pulled a knife, gun or some other weapon on 
someone just to let them know you meant business 
22Been involved in gang fights 37Dialled 999 just for a joke 
8Beat someone up so badly they probably needed a 
doctor 
23Been loud, rowdy or unruly in a public 
place 
38Let off fireworks in the street 
ϵTakeŶ a Đaƌ ďeloŶgiŶg to soŵeoŶe Ǉou didŶ͛t kŶoǁ 
foƌ a ƌide ǁithout the oǁŶeƌ͛s peƌŵission 
24Had sex in public 39Deliberately travelled without a ticket on a 
bus, train or the tube 
10Tried to get away from a police officer by fighting 
or struggling 
25Attended a demonstration or sporting 
event to cause a disturbance or be violent 
40Taken money from someone at home without 
returning it 
11Used physical force (like twisting an arm or 
choking) to get money from another person 
26Smoked marijuana (grass/pot)? 41Deliberately littered the streets 
12Used a club, knife or other weapon to get 
something from someone 
27Driven a car when you were drunk or 
high on some drugs 
42Annoyed or insulted a stranger 
13Taken things from a wallet/purse (or the whole 
ǁallet/puƌseͿ ǁhile the oǁŶeƌ ǁasŶ͛t aƌouŶd oƌ 
looking 
28Taken barbiturates (downers) or speed 
(or other uppers) without a prescription 
43Not gone to school when you should have 
been there 
ϭϰTakeŶ a ďiĐǇĐle ďeloŶgiŶg to soŵeoŶe Ǉou didŶ͛t 
know with no intention of returning it 
29Taken ecstasy (͚E͛sͿ? 44Sniffed glue or other solvents (e.g. tippex 
thinner ) 
ϭϱTƌied to pass a ĐheƋue ďǇ sigŶiŶg soŵeoŶe else͛s 
name 





ϳ.ϰ Notes oŶ geŶeral struĐture of iteŵs iŶ the SSA plot 
The iteŵs fƌoŵ the Dϰϱ aƌe dispeƌsed aƌouŶd the plot ǁhiĐh iŶdiĐates ǀaƌiaďilitǇ iŶ the leǀel of 
ƌespoŶse. A ĐoŶsideƌatioŶ of the ǀaƌiaďles that ƌelate to ǀioleŶĐe ƌeǀeals that all of these iteŵs aƌe 
ǁithiŶ Đlose pƌoǆiŵitǇ to eaĐh otheƌ. This suggests that these iteŵs aƌe likelǇ to Đo-oĐĐuƌ. VioleŶt 
ďehaǀiouƌs haǀe pƌeǀiouslǇ ďeeŶ suggested as oŶe aƌea of speĐialisŵ. This Đlusteƌ of ǀioleŶt 
ďehaǀiouƌs iŶĐludes: 
ϱ ͚ThƌeateŶed to ďeat soŵeoŶe up if theǇ didŶ͛t giǀe Ǉou ŵoŶeǇ oƌ soŵethiŶg else Ǉou 
ǁaŶted͛ 
ϴ ͚Beat soŵeoŶe up so ďadlǇ theǇ pƌoďaďlǇ Ŷeeded a doĐtoƌ͛ 
ϭϭ ͚Used phǇsiĐal foƌĐe ;like tǁistiŶg aŶ aƌŵ oƌ ĐhokiŶgͿ to get ŵoŶeǇ fƌoŵ aŶotheƌ peƌsoŶ͛ 
Ϯϭ ͚PiĐked a fight ǁith soŵeoŶe Ǉou didŶ͛t kŶoǁ just foƌ the hell of it͛ 
ϮϮ ͚BeeŶ iŶǀolǀed iŶ gaŶg fights͛ 
Ϯϱ ͚AtteŶded a deŵoŶstƌatioŶ oƌ spoƌtiŶg eǀeŶt to Đause a distuƌďaŶĐe oƌ ďe ǀioleŶt .͛ 
IŶteƌestiŶglǇ, although iteŵs ϱ aŶd ϭϭ suggest the use of ǀioleŶĐe is a ŵethod to seĐuƌe a gaiŶ, theiƌ 
plaĐeŵeŶt ǁithiŶ the ““A suggests that the ǀioleŶĐe ǁithiŶ those aĐts is ŵoƌe salieŶt thaŶ the gaiŶ.  
This Đlusteƌ of iteŵs ƌelatiŶg to ǀioleŶĐe is diffeƌeŶtiated fƌoŵ the ǀioleŶt aĐts that ŵake use of a 
ǁeapoŶ. Theƌe is a sŵall Đlusteƌ to the left of these iteŵs ǁhiĐh iŶĐlude ǀioleŶt aĐts iŶǀolǀiŶg a 
ǁeapoŶ. This suggests that the use of a ǁeapoŶ iŶ ǀioleŶĐe is diffeƌeŶtiated fƌoŵ ǀioleŶt aĐts ǁith Ŷo 
ǁeapoŶ. These iteŵs aƌe: 
ϲ ͚Caƌƌied a ƌazoƌ, fliĐk-kŶife oƌ soŵe otheƌ ǁeapoŶ ǁith the iŶteŶtioŶ of usiŶg it iŶ a fight͛ 
ϳ ͚Pulled a kŶife, guŶ oƌ soŵe otheƌ ǁeapoŶ oŶ soŵeoŶe just to let theŵ kŶoǁ Ǉou ŵeaŶt 
ďusiŶess͛ 
ϭϮ.  ͚Used a Đluď, kŶife oƌ otheƌ ǁeapoŶ to get soŵethiŶg fƌoŵ soŵeoŶe͛ 
Theƌe is aŶotheƌ sŵall Đlusteƌ of ǀaƌiaďles slightlǇ to the ƌight of these that also iŶdiĐates ǀioleŶĐe. 
Hoǁeǀeƌ, these Đould ďe ĐoŶsideƌed as less seƌious fƌoŵ those alƌeadǇ ŵeŶtioŶed. The iteŵs 
Đlusteƌed iŶ this aƌea aƌe: 
Ϯϯ ͚BeeŶ loud, ƌoǁdǇ oƌ uŶƌulǇ iŶ a puďliĐ plaĐe͛ 
Ϯϰ ͚Had seǆ iŶ puďliĐ͛ 
Ϯϲ ͚Sŵoked ŵaƌijuaŶa ;gƌass/potͿ͛ 
ϰϮ ͚AŶŶoǇed oƌ iŶsulted a stƌaŶgeƌ͛ 
ϰϯ ͚Not goŶe to sĐhool ǁheŶ Ǉou should haǀe ďeeŶ theƌe͛ 
This Đlusteƌ suggests that the ǀioleŶt ďehaǀiouƌs iŶ iteŵs Ϯϯ aŶd ϰϮ aƌe ŵost likelǇ to ďe Đoŵŵitted 
ďǇ iŶdiǀiduals ǁho should ďe at sĐhool, aŶd aƌe ďeiŶg geŶeƌallǇ disƌuptiǀe. IŶteƌestiŶglǇ, iŶ a studǇ 
Đaƌƌied out ďǇ YouŶgs ;ϮϬϬϭͿ, all of the ǀioleŶt iteŵs ǁhiĐh eitheƌ iŶĐluded a ǁeapoŶ oƌ Ŷot, 
ƌegaƌdless of the leǀel of seƌiousŶess, ǁeƌe Đlusteƌed togetheƌ iŶ the saŵe ƌegioŶ. This highlights the 
diffeƌeŶĐes iŶ ďehaǀiouƌal pƌefeƌeŶĐes ďetǁeeŶ iŶĐaƌĐeƌated aŶd ŶoŶ-iŶĐaƌĐeƌated paƌtiĐipaŶts. 
The ““A plot has a ĐeŶtƌal Đlusteƌ of ďehaǀiouƌs, iŶ ǁhiĐh all of the iteŵs aƌe ǀeƌǇ Đlose togetheƌ, 
iŶdiĐatiŶg a high likelihood of Đo-oĐĐuƌƌeŶĐe. WithiŶ this Đlusteƌ aƌe iteŵs suĐh as geŶeƌal aŶti-poliĐe 
ďehaǀiouƌs suĐh as: 
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ϭϬ ͚Tƌied to get aǁaǇ fƌoŵ a poliĐe offiĐeƌ ďǇ fightiŶg oƌ stƌuggliŶg͛ 
ϮϬ ͚‘efused to tell the poliĐe oƌ soŵe otheƌ offiĐial ǁhat Ǉou kŶeǁ aďout a Đƌiŵe͛ 
YouŶgs ;ϮϬϬϭͿ also ƌepoƌted the Đlose pƌoǆiŵitǇ of these iteŵs iŶ heƌ doĐtoƌal thesis. It also ĐoŶtaiŶs 
soŵe iteŵs desĐƌiďiŶg geŶeƌal dƌug takiŶg ďehaǀiouƌs iŶĐludiŶg: 
Ϯϴ ͚TakeŶ ďaƌďituƌates ;doǁŶeƌsͿ oƌ speed ;oƌ otheƌ uppeƌsͿ ǁithout a pƌesĐƌiptioŶ͛ 
ϯϬ ͚Used heƌoiŶ ;sŵaĐkͿ oƌ ĐoĐaiŶe͛ 
ϰϰ ͚SŶiffed glue oƌ otheƌ solǀeŶts ;e.g. tippeǆ thiŶŶeƌͿ͛ 
IŶ YouŶgs PhD thesis ;ϮϬϬϭͿ, she ƌepoƌted a ĐeŶtƌal Đlusteƌ of ďehaǀiouƌs, ǁhiĐh iŶĐludes soŵe of 
those stated iŶ the pƌeseŶt studies ĐeŶtƌal Đlusteƌ. YouŶgs ƌepoƌted that iteŵs ϭϵ, ϮϬ, aŶd ϯϬ haǀe a 
high peƌĐeŶtage of the populatioŶ ƌepoƌtiŶg iŶǀolǀeŵeŶt. The pƌeseŶt studǇ fiŶds that theƌe is a loǁ 
iŶǀolǀeŵeŶt ǁithiŶ this ĐeŶtƌal Đlusteƌ of ǀaƌiaďles. This suggests that the ďehaǀiouƌs iŶ this Đlusteƌ 
Đould ďe ĐeŶtƌal to offeŶdiŶg. 
AŶ iŶteƌestiŶg poiŶt to Ŷote is that the folloǁiŶg iteŵs ƌelatiŶg to Đaƌ Đƌiŵe aƌe Ŷot ǁithiŶ Đlose 
pƌoǆiŵitǇ to eaĐh otheƌ. 
Ϯ ͚BƌokeŶ iŶto a loĐked Đaƌ to get soŵethiŶg fƌoŵ it͛ 
ϯ ͚TakeŶ huďĐaps, ǁheels, the ďatteƌǇ oƌ soŵe otheƌ paƌt of a Đaƌ ǁithout the oǁŶeƌ͛s 
peƌŵissioŶ͛ 
ϵ ͚TakeŶ a Đaƌ ďeloŶgiŶg to soŵeoŶe Ǉou didŶ͛t kŶoǁ foƌ a ƌide ǁithout the oǁŶeƌ͛s 
peƌŵissioŶ͛ 
This suggests that although these thƌee iteŵs aƌe iŶ the saŵe geŶeƌal left ƌegioŶ, the iteŵs aƌe Ŷot 
as likelǇ to Đo-oĐĐuƌ as otheƌ iteŵs. Foƌ eǆaŵple, iteŵ ϳ is Đlosest to iteŵ Ϯ, suggestiŶg a high 
ĐoƌƌelatioŶ ďetǁeeŶ theŵ. YouŶgs ƌepoƌted that these Đaƌ Đƌiŵe iteŵs ǁeƌe iŶ Đlose pƌoǆiŵitǇ, 
suggestiŶg Đaƌ Đƌiŵe as aŶ aƌea of speĐialisŵ. The ƌesults fouŶd that ŶoŶ-iŶĐaƌĐeƌated iŶdiǀiduals do 
Ŷot folloǁ this saŵe patteƌŶ, agaiŶ highlightiŶg aŶotheƌ aƌea of diffeƌeŶĐes ďetǁeeŶ iŶĐaƌĐeƌated 
aŶd ŶoŶ-iŶĐaƌĐeƌated paƌtiĐipaŶts. 
The iteŵs ǁhiĐh iŶdiĐate shopliftiŶg ďehaǀiouƌs aƌe Ŷot loĐated iŶ Đlose pƌoǆiŵitǇ; iŶstead, these 
iteŵs appeaƌ to ďe dispeƌsed. The iteŵs appeaƌ iŶ oƌdeƌ of ǀalue fƌoŵ loǁ to high aĐƌoss the ““A 
plot. Foƌ iŶstaŶĐe, iteŵ ϭϳ ͚TakeŶ little thiŶgs ;ǁoƌth less thaŶ £ϱͿ fƌoŵ a shop ǁithout paǇiŶg foƌ 
theŵ͛ is loĐated iŶ the uppeƌ ƌight ƌegioŶ. Iteŵ ϰ ͚TakeŶ thiŶgs ǁoƌth ďetǁeeŶ £ϭϬ aŶd £ϭϬϬ fƌoŵ a 
shop ǁithout paǇiŶg foƌ theŵ͛ is loĐated slightlǇ fuƌtheƌ to the left of this iŶ the loǁeƌ ƌegioŶ. FiŶallǇ,  
iteŵ ϯϰ ͚TakeŶ thiŶgs of laƌge ǀalue ;ǁoƌth ŵoƌe thaŶ £ϭϬϬͿ fƌoŵ a shop ǁithout paǇiŶg foƌ theŵ͛ is 
loĐated fuƌtheƌ still to the left, agaiŶ iŶ the loǁeƌ ƌegioŶ. This patteƌŶ of pƌogƌessioŶ iŶ leǀel of 
seƌiousŶess is ƌefleĐted iŶ the iteŵs aƌouŶd eaĐh of these iteŵs. IŶtƌiguiŶglǇ, YouŶgs also fouŶd this 
saŵe patteƌŶ of the iŶĐƌease iŶ leǀel of seƌiousŶess ǁith these shopliftiŶg iteŵs. 
FiŶallǇ, theƌe is a ĐeŶtƌal Đlusteƌ of ǀaƌiaďles oŶ the ““A ǁhiĐh aƌe Đlose togetheƌ, hoǁeǀeƌ, toǁaƌds 
the outeƌ edges of the plot the iteŵs aƌe ŵoƌe dispeƌsed aŶd distiŶĐt. Foƌ iŶstaŶĐe, iteŵs iŶ the ŵid 
ƌight ƌegioŶ ƌefleĐt ŵiŶoƌ deǀiaŶt aĐts suĐh as ϯϭ ͚Cheated at sĐhool iŶ tests͛, ϯϮ ͚Not ƌetuƌŶed eǆtƌa 
ĐhaŶge that a Đashieƌ gaǀe Ǉou ďǇ ŵistake͛, aŶd ϰϬ ͚TakeŶ ŵoŶeǇ fƌoŵ soŵeoŶe at hoŵe ǁithout 
ƌetuƌŶiŶg it .͛ IŶdiǀiduals ǁho ĐaƌƌǇ out oŶe of these aĐts aƌe ŵoƌe likelǇ to ĐaƌƌǇ out the otheƌ loǁ 
gaiŶ less seƌiousŶess ďehaǀiouƌs. 
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AŶ appƌopƌiate ǁaǇ to test the hǇpotheses usiŶg aŶ ““A is to estaďlish tǁo ĐƌiteƌioŶ. IŶ oƌdeƌ foƌ the 
hǇpotheses to ďe suppoƌted ǀaƌiaďles ŵust: 
a. Iteŵs pƌoposed to ŵeasuƌe eaĐh of the eleŵeŶts aďoǀe ǁill ďe loĐated iŶto distiŶĐt ƌegioŶ 
aƌeas. 


























Figure ϳ.Ϯ SSA plot shoǁiŶg struĐture of ďehaǀiours 
 
The ““A aďoǀe is aŶ adaptatioŶ of that displaǇed iŶ fig. ϳ.ϭ. 
Taďle ϳ.ϰ KeǇ to Dϰϱ SSA 
D45 item   
1Broken into house, shop, school and taken money 
or something else you wanted 
16Intentionally started a building on fire 31Cheated at school in tests 
2Broken into a locked car to get something from it 17Taken little things (worth less than £5) 
from a shop without paying for them 
32Not returned extra change that a cashier gave 
you by mistake 
3Taken hubcaps, wheels, the battery or some other 
part of a caƌ ǁithout the oǁŶeƌ͛s peƌŵissioŶ 
18Broken the windows of an empty house 
or other unoccupied building 
33Used fake money in a machine 
4Taken things worth between £10 and £100 from a 
shop without paying for them 
19Bought something you knew had been 
stolen 
34Taken things of large value (worth more than 
£100) from a shop without paying for them 
ϱThƌeateŶed to ďeat soŵeoŶe up if theǇ didŶ͛t giǀe 
you money or something else you wanted 
20Refused to tell the police or some other 
official what you knew about a crime 
35Been drunk regularly when you were under 
16 
6Carried a razor, flick-knife or some other weapon  
with the intention of using it in a fight 
ϮϭPiĐked a fight ǁith soŵeoŶe Ǉou didŶ͛t 
know just for the hell of it 
36Broken into a house, shop, school or other 
building to break things up or cause other 
damage 
7Pulled a knife, gun or some other weapon on 
someone just to let them know you meant business 
22Been involved in gang fights 37Dialled 999 just for a joke 
8Beat someone up so badly they probably needed a 
doctor 
23Been loud, rowdy or unruly in a public 
place 
38Let off fireworks in the street 
ϵTakeŶ a Đaƌ ďeloŶgiŶg to soŵeoŶe Ǉou didŶ͛t kŶoǁ 
foƌ a ƌide ǁithout the oǁŶeƌ͛s peƌŵissioŶ 
24Had sex in public 39Deliberately travelled without a ticket on a 
bus, train or the tube 
10Tried to get away from a police officer by fighting 
or struggling 
25Attended a demonstration or sporting 
event to cause a disturbance or be violent 
40Taken money from someone at home without 
returning it 
11Used physical force (like twisting an arm or 
choking) to get money from another person 
26Smoked marijuana (grass/pot)? 41Deliberately littered the streets 
12Used a club, knife or other weapon to get 
something from someone 
27Driven a car when you were drunk or 
high on some drugs 
42Annoyed or insulted a stranger 
13Taken things from a wallet/purse (or the whole 
ǁallet/puƌseͿ ǁhile the oǁŶeƌ ǁasŶ͛t aƌouŶd oƌ 
looking 
28Taken barbiturates (downers) or speed 
(or other uppers) without a prescription 
43Not gone to school when you should have 
been there 
ϭϰTakeŶ a ďiĐǇĐle ďeloŶgiŶg to soŵeoŶe Ǉou didŶ͛t 
know with no intention of returning it 
29Taken ecstasy (͚E͛sͿ? 44Sniffed glue or other solvents (e.g. tippex 
thinner ) 
ϭϱTƌied to pass a ĐheƋue ďǇ sigŶiŶg soŵeoŶe else͛s 
name 





Taďle ϳ.ϱ Taďle of iteŵs that represeŶt forŵ of ďehaǀiour 
IŶstruŵeŶtal Eǆpressiǀe 
ϭ. BƌokeŶ iŶto house, shop, sĐhool aŶd takeŶ ŵoŶeǇ oƌ 
soŵethiŶg else Ǉou ǁaŶted? 
ϱ. ThƌeateŶed to ďeat soŵeoŶe up if theǇ didŶ͛t giǀe Ǉou 
ŵoŶeǇ oƌ soŵethiŶg else Ǉou ǁaŶted? 
Ϯ. BƌokeŶ iŶto a loĐked Đaƌ to get soŵethiŶg fƌoŵ it? ϲ. Caƌƌied a ƌazoƌ, fliĐk-kŶife oƌ soŵe otheƌ ǁeapoŶ ǁith the 
iŶteŶtioŶ of usiŶg it iŶ a fight? 
ϯ. TakeŶ huďĐaps, ǁheels, the ďatteƌǇ oƌ soŵe otheƌ paƌt of a 
Đaƌ ǁithout the oǁŶeƌ s͛ peƌŵissioŶ? 
ϳ. Pulled a kŶife, guŶ oƌ soŵe otheƌ ǁeapoŶ oŶ soŵeoŶe 
just to let theŵ kŶoǁ Ǉou ŵeaŶt ďusiŶess? 
ϰ. TakeŶ thiŶgs ǁoƌth ďetǁeeŶ £ϭϬ aŶd £ϭϬϬ fƌoŵ a shop 
ǁithout paǇiŶg foƌ theŵ? 
ϴ. Beat soŵeoŶe up so ďadlǇ theǇ pƌoďaďlǇ Ŷeeded a 
doĐtoƌ? 
ϵ. TakeŶ a Đaƌ ďeloŶgiŶg to soŵeoŶe Ǉou didŶ͛t kŶoǁ foƌ a ƌide 
ǁithout the oǁŶeƌ s͛ peƌŵissioŶ? 
ϭϬ. Tƌied to get aǁaǇ fƌoŵ a poliĐe offiĐeƌ ďǇ fightiŶg oƌ 
stƌuggliŶg? 
ϭϯ. TakeŶ thiŶgs fƌoŵ a ǁallet/puƌse ;oƌ the ǁhole ǁallet/puƌseͿ 
ǁhile the oǁŶeƌ ǁasŶ͛t aƌouŶd oƌ lookiŶg? 
ϭϭ. Used phǇsiĐal foƌĐe ;like tǁistiŶg aŶ aƌŵ oƌ ĐhokiŶgͿ to 
get ŵoŶeǇ fƌoŵ aŶotheƌ peƌsoŶ? 
ϭϰ. TakeŶ a ďiĐǇĐle ďeloŶgiŶg to soŵeoŶe Ǉou didŶ͛t kŶoǁ ǁith 
Ŷo iŶteŶtioŶ of ƌetuƌŶiŶg it? 
ϭϮ. Used a Đluď, kŶife oƌ otheƌ ǁeapoŶ to get soŵethiŶg 
fƌoŵ soŵeoŶe? 
ϭϱ. Tƌied to pass a ĐheƋue ďǇ sigŶiŶg soŵeoŶe else s͛ Ŷaŵe? ϭϲ. IŶteŶtioŶallǇ staƌted a ďuildiŶg oŶ fiƌe? 
ϭϳ. TakeŶ little thiŶgs ;ǁoƌth less thaŶ £ϱͿ fƌoŵ a shop ǁithout 
paǇiŶg foƌ theŵ? 
ϭϴ. BƌokeŶ the ǁiŶdoǁs of aŶ eŵptǇ house oƌ otheƌ 
uŶoĐĐupied ďuildiŶg? 
ϭϵ. Bought soŵethiŶg Ǉou kŶeǁ had ďeeŶ stoleŶ? ϮϬ. ‘efused to tell the poliĐe oƌ soŵe otheƌ offiĐial ǁhat Ǉou 
kŶeǁ aďout a Đƌiŵe? 
ϯϮ. Not ƌetuƌŶed eǆtƌa ĐhaŶge that a Đashieƌ gaǀe Ǉou ďǇ 
ŵistake? 
Ϯϭ. PiĐked a fight ǁith soŵeoŶe Ǉou didŶ͛t kŶoǁ just foƌ the 
hell of it? 
ϯϰ. TakeŶ thiŶgs of laƌge ǀalue ;ǁoƌth ŵoƌe thaŶ £ϭϬϬͿ fƌoŵ a 
shop ǁithout paǇiŶg foƌ theŵ? 
ϮϮ. BeeŶ iŶǀolǀed iŶ gaŶg fights? 
ϯϵ. DeliďeƌatelǇ tƌaǀelled ǁithout a tiĐket oŶ a ďus, tƌaiŶ oƌ the 
tuďe? 
Ϯϯ. BeeŶ loud, ƌoǁdǇ oƌ uŶƌulǇ iŶ a puďliĐ plaĐe? 
ϰϱ. Used oƌ Đaƌƌied a guŶ to help Ǉou Đoŵŵit a Đƌiŵe? Ϯϰ. Had seǆ iŶ puďliĐ? 
 Ϯϱ. AtteŶded a deŵoŶstƌatioŶ oƌ spoƌtiŶg eǀeŶt to Đause a 
distuƌďaŶĐe oƌ ďe ǀioleŶt? 
 Ϯϲ. Sŵoked ŵaƌijuaŶa ;gƌass/potͿ? 
 Ϯϳ. DƌiǀeŶ a Đaƌ ǁheŶ Ǉou ǁeƌe dƌuŶk oƌ high oŶ soŵe 
dƌugs? 
 Ϯϴ. TakeŶ ďaƌďituƌates ;doǁŶeƌsͿ oƌ speed ;oƌ otheƌ uppeƌsͿ 
ǁithout a pƌesĐƌiptioŶ? 
 Ϯϵ. TakeŶ eĐstasǇ ;͚E s͛Ϳ? 
 ϯϬ. Used heƌoiŶ ;sŵaĐkͿ oƌ ĐoĐaiŶe? 
 ϯϭ. Cheated at sĐhool iŶ tests? 
 ϯϯ. Used fake ŵoŶeǇ iŶ a ŵaĐhiŶe? 
 ϯϱ. BeeŶ dƌuŶk ƌegulaƌlǇ ǁheŶ Ǉou ǁeƌe uŶdeƌ ϭϲ? 
 ϯϲ. BƌokeŶ iŶto a house, shop, sĐhool oƌ otheƌ ďuildiŶg to 
ďƌeak thiŶgs up oƌ Đause otheƌ daŵage? 
 ϯϳ. Dialled ϵϵϵ just foƌ a joke? 
 ϯϴ. Let off fiƌeǁoƌks iŶ the stƌeet? 
 ϰϬ. TakeŶ ŵoŶeǇ fƌoŵ soŵeoŶe at hoŵe ǁithout ƌetuƌŶiŶg 
it? 
 ϰϭ.  DeliďeƌatelǇ litteƌed the stƌeets? 
 ϰϮ. AŶŶoǇed oƌ iŶsulted a stƌaŶgeƌ? 
 ϰϯ. Not goŶe to sĐhool ǁheŶ Ǉou should haǀe ďeeŶ theƌe? 
 ϰϰ. SŶiffed glue oƌ otheƌ solǀeŶts ;e.g. tippeǆ thiŶŶeƌͿ? 
ϳ.ϱ StruĐture of iteŵs represeŶtiŶg IŶstruŵeŶtal ďehaǀiours. 
YouŶgs pƌoposed that all ďehaǀiouƌs ǁithiŶ ĐƌiŵiŶal aĐts Đould ďe desĐƌiďed as ďeiŶg IŶstƌuŵeŶtal 
;pƌoduĐe soŵe eǆteƌŶal gaiŶ oƌ ƌeǁaƌdͿ oƌ Eǆpƌessiǀe ;pƌoduĐe soŵe iŶteƌŶal gaiŶ oƌ ƌeǁaƌdͿ. The 
iteŵs iŶ taďle ϳ.ϱ aďoǀe shoǁ ǁhiĐh iteŵs YouŶg defiŶes as ƌepƌeseŶtiŶg IŶstƌuŵeŶtal aŶd 
Eǆpƌessiǀe offeŶĐes. There are a total of 14 items representing Instrumental offences; the 
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CƌoŶďaĐh͛s alpha is .ϴϳϱ. The iteŵs iŶ the ““A plot aďoǀe shoǁs ŵaŶǇ of the IŶstƌuŵeŶtal iteŵs iŶ 
the outeƌ ƌegioŶ; this satisfies ĐƌiteƌioŶ aͿ. Hoǁeǀeƌ, the outeƌ ƌegioŶ is Ŷot eǆĐlusiǀe to IŶstƌuŵeŶtal 
iteŵs ǁhiĐh ŵeaŶ that ĐƌiteƌioŶ ďͿ ĐaŶŶot ďe satisfied. The Eǆpƌessiǀe iteŵs iŶ the outeƌ ƌegioŶ 
iŶĐlude: 
ϲ. Caƌƌied a ƌazoƌ, fliĐk-kŶife oƌ soŵe otheƌ ǁeapoŶ ǁith the iŶteŶtioŶ of usiŶg it iŶ a fight? 
ϳ. Pulled a kŶife, guŶ oƌ soŵe otheƌ ǁeapoŶ oŶ soŵeoŶe just to let theŵ kŶoǁ Ǉou ŵeaŶt 
ďusiŶess? 
ϭϭ. Used phǇsiĐal foƌĐe ;like tǁistiŶg aŶ aƌŵ oƌ ĐhokiŶgͿ to get ŵoŶeǇ fƌoŵ aŶotheƌ peƌsoŶ? 
ϭϮ. Used a Đluď, kŶife oƌ otheƌ ǁeapoŶ to get soŵethiŶg fƌoŵ soŵeoŶe? 
ϭϲ. IŶteŶtioŶallǇ staƌted a ďuildiŶg oŶ fiƌe? 
ϯϭ. Cheated at sĐhool iŶ tests? 
ϯϯ. Used fake ŵoŶeǇ iŶ a ŵaĐhiŶe? 
ϯϱ. BeeŶ dƌuŶk ƌegulaƌlǇ ǁheŶ Ǉou ǁeƌe uŶdeƌ ϭϲ? 
ϯϲ. BƌokeŶ iŶto a house, shop, sĐhool oƌ otheƌ ďuildiŶg to ďƌeak thiŶgs up oƌ Đause otheƌ 
daŵage? 
ϯϴ. Let off fiƌeǁoƌks iŶ the stƌeet? 
These Eǆpƌessiǀe ďehaǀiouƌs haǀe ďeeŶ iŶĐluded iŶ the IŶstƌuŵeŶtal aƌea ǁhiĐh ŵeaŶs that 
paƌtiĐipaŶts haǀe iŶteƌpƌeted these as pƌoduĐiŶg soŵe foƌŵ of eǆteƌŶal ƌeǁaƌd. Iteŵs ϭϭ aŶd ϭϮ 
haǀe ďeeŶ defiŶed as Eǆpƌessiǀe due to the ǀioleŶĐe ǁithiŶ the iteŵ. Hoǁeǀeƌ, it is possiďle that 
paƌtiĐipaŶts haǀe uŶdeƌstood this ǀioleŶĐe as ŶeĐessaƌǇ to seĐuƌe aŶ eǆteƌŶal oƌ ŵoŶetaƌǇ gaiŶ. 
Otheƌs aƌe Ŷeaƌ to the ďoƌdeƌ aŶd so ĐaŶ ďe uŶdeƌstood to ĐoŶtaiŶ ďoth IŶstƌuŵeŶtal aŶd Eǆpƌessiǀe 
ďeŶefits. 
ϳ.ϲ StruĐture of iteŵs represeŶtiŶg Eǆpressiǀe ďehaǀiours. 
There are 31 items representing Expressive offeŶĐes; the CƌoŶďaĐh͛s alpha is .ϵϯϳ. The iteŵs iŶ the 
iŶŶeƌ ƌegioŶ of the ““A aƌe all Eǆpƌessiǀe; this satisfies ĐƌiteƌioŶ aͿ. The iŶŶeƌ ƌegioŶ is eǆĐlusiǀe to 
Eǆpƌessiǀe iteŵs ǁhiĐh satisfies ĐƌiteƌioŶ ďͿ. Hoǁeǀeƌ, theƌe is oŶe iteŵ iŶ the iŶŶeƌ aƌea ǁhiĐh ǁas 
desigŶed to ƌepƌeseŶt aŶ IŶstƌuŵeŶtal gaiŶ: 
ϭϯ. TakeŶ thiŶgs fƌoŵ a ǁallet/puƌse ;oƌ the ǁhole ǁallet/puƌseͿ ǁhile the oǁŶeƌ ǁasŶ͛t 
aƌouŶd oƌ lookiŶg? 
This iteŵ is ǀeƌǇ Ŷeaƌ to the ďoƌdeƌ of the tǁo ƌegioŶs, aŶd so although theƌe is aŶ eǆteƌŶal gaiŶ of 










Figure ϳ.ϯ. SSA plot shoǁiŶg struĐture of iteŵs represeŶtiŶg leǀel of seriousŶess. 
 
The ““A aďoǀe is aŶ adaptatioŶ of that displaǇed iŶ fig. ϳ.ϭ. 
Taďle ϳ.ϲ KeǇ to Dϰϱ SSA 
D45 item   
1Broken into house, shop, school and taken money 
or something else you wanted 
16Intentionally started a building on fire 31Cheated at school in tests 
2Broken into a locked car to get something from it 17Taken little things (worth less than £5) 
from a shop without paying for them 
32Not returned extra change that a cashier gave 
you by mistake 
3Taken hubcaps, wheels, the battery or some other 
paƌt of a Đaƌ ǁithout the oǁŶeƌ͛s peƌŵissioŶ 
18Broken the windows of an empty house 
or other unoccupied building 
33Used fake money in a machine 
4Taken things worth between £10 and £100 from a 
shop without paying for them 
19Bought something you knew had been 
stolen 
34Taken things of large value (worth more than 
£100) from a shop without paying for them 
ϱThƌeateŶed to ďeat soŵeoŶe up if theǇ didŶ͛t giǀe 
you money or something else you wanted 
20Refused to tell the police or some other 
official what you knew about a crime 
35Been drunk regularly when you were under 
16 
6Carried a razor, flick-knife or some other weapon  
with the intention of using it in a fight 
ϮϭPiĐked a fight ǁith soŵeoŶe Ǉou didŶ͛t 
know just for the hell of it 
36Broken into a house, shop, school or other 
building to break things up or cause other 
damage 
7Pulled a knife, gun or some other weapon on 
someone just to let them know you meant business 
22Been involved in gang fights 37Dialled 999 just for a joke 
8Beat someone up so badly they probably needed a 
doctor 
23Been loud, rowdy or unruly in a public 
place 
38Let off fireworks in the street 
ϵTakeŶ a Đaƌ ďeloŶgiŶg to soŵeoŶe Ǉou didŶ͛t kŶoǁ 
foƌ a ƌide ǁithout the oǁŶeƌ͛s peƌŵissioŶ 
24Had sex in public 39Deliberately travelled without a ticket on a 
bus, train or the tube 
10Tried to get away from a police officer by fighting 
or struggling 
25Attended a demonstration or sporting 
event to cause a disturbance or be violent 
40Taken money from someone at home without 
returning it 
11Used physical force (like twisting an arm or 
choking) to get money from another person 
26Smoked marijuana (grass/pot)? 41Deliberately littered the streets 
12Used a club, knife or other weapon to get 
something from someone 
27Driven a car when you were drunk or 
high on some drugs 
42Annoyed or insulted a stranger 
13Taken things from a wallet/purse (or the whole 
ǁallet/puƌseͿ ǁhile the oǁŶeƌ ǁasŶ͛t aƌouŶd oƌ 
looking 
28Taken barbiturates (downers) or speed 
(or other uppers) without a prescription 
43Not gone to school when you should have 
been there 
14Taken a bicycle ďeloŶgiŶg to soŵeoŶe Ǉou didŶ͛t 
know with no intention of returning it 
29Taken ecstasy (͚E͛sͿ? 44Sniffed glue or other solvents (e.g. tippex 
thinner ) 
ϭϱTƌied to pass a ĐheƋue ďǇ sigŶiŶg soŵeoŶe else͛s 
name 




As pƌeǀiouslǇ Ŷoted, soŵe of the iteŵs iŶ the Dϰϱ aƌe ŵoƌe seƌious iŶ Ŷatuƌe thaŶ otheƌs. The iteŵs 
haǀe Ŷot ďeeŶ ŵaƌked as Moƌe oƌ less seƌious oŶ the ““A plot aďoǀe, as this distiŶĐtioŶ is ŵoƌe of a 
ĐoŶtiŶuuŵ, ǁith aŶ iŶĐƌeasiŶg leǀel of seƌiousŶess fƌoŵ the top ƌight to ďottoŵ left. 
Taďle ϳ.ϳ. Taďle of iteŵs that represeŶt leǀels of seriousŶess 
More serious aĐts Less serious aĐts 
ϭ. BƌokeŶ iŶto house, shop, sĐhool aŶd takeŶ ŵoŶeǇ oƌ soŵethiŶg 
else Ǉou ǁaŶted? 
ϯ. TakeŶ huďĐaps, ǁheels, the ďatteƌǇ oƌ soŵe otheƌ paƌt of 
a Đaƌ ǁithout the oǁŶeƌ s͛ peƌŵissioŶ? 
Ϯ. BƌokeŶ iŶto a loĐked Đaƌ to get soŵethiŶg fƌoŵ it? ϭϳ. TakeŶ little thiŶgs ;ǁoƌth less thaŶ £ϱͿ fƌoŵ a shop 
ǁithout paǇiŶg foƌ theŵ? 
ϰ. TakeŶ thiŶgs ǁoƌth ďetǁeeŶ £ϭϬ aŶd £ϭϬϬ fƌoŵ a shop ǁithout 
paǇiŶg foƌ theŵ? 
ϭϴ. BƌokeŶ the ǁiŶdoǁs of aŶ eŵptǇ house oƌ otheƌ 
uŶoĐĐupied ďuildiŶg? 
ϱ. ThƌeateŶed to ďeat soŵeoŶe up if theǇ didŶ͛t giǀe Ǉou ŵoŶeǇ 
oƌ soŵethiŶg else Ǉou ǁaŶted? 
ϭϵ. Bought soŵethiŶg Ǉou kŶeǁ had ďeeŶ stoleŶ? 
ϲ. Caƌƌied a ƌazoƌ, fliĐk-kŶife oƌ soŵe otheƌ ǁeapoŶ ǁith the 
iŶteŶtioŶ of usiŶg it iŶ a fight? 
Ϯϭ. PiĐked a fight ǁith soŵeoŶe Ǉou didŶ͛t kŶoǁ just foƌ 
the hell of it? 
ϳ. Pulled a kŶife, guŶ oƌ soŵe otheƌ ǁeapoŶ oŶ soŵeoŶe just to 
let theŵ kŶoǁ Ǉou ŵeaŶt ďusiŶess? 
Ϯϯ. BeeŶ loud, ƌoǁdǇ oƌ uŶƌulǇ iŶ a puďliĐ plaĐe? 
ϴ. Beat soŵeoŶe up so ďadlǇ theǇ pƌoďaďlǇ Ŷeeded a doĐtoƌ? Ϯϰ. Had seǆ iŶ puďliĐ? 
ϵ. TakeŶ a Đaƌ ďeloŶgiŶg to soŵeoŶe Ǉou didŶ͛t kŶoǁ foƌ a ƌide 
ǁithout the oǁŶeƌ s͛ peƌŵissioŶ? 
Ϯϲ. Sŵoked ŵaƌijuaŶa ;gƌass/potͿ? 
ϭϬ. Tƌied to get aǁaǇ fƌoŵ a poliĐe offiĐeƌ ďǇ fightiŶg oƌ 
stƌuggliŶg? 
Ϯϵ. TakeŶ eĐstasǇ ;͚E s͛Ϳ? 
ϭϭ. Used phǇsiĐal foƌĐe ;like tǁistiŶg aŶ aƌŵ oƌ ĐhokiŶgͿ to get 
ŵoŶeǇ fƌoŵ aŶotheƌ peƌsoŶ? 
ϯϭ. Cheated at sĐhool iŶ tests? 
ϭϮ. Used a Đluď, kŶife oƌ otheƌ ǁeapoŶ to get soŵethiŶg fƌoŵ 
soŵeoŶe? 
ϯϮ. Not ƌetuƌŶed eǆtƌa ĐhaŶge that a Đashieƌ gaǀe Ǉou ďǇ 
ŵistake? 
ϭϯ. TakeŶ thiŶgs fƌoŵ a ǁallet/puƌse ;oƌ the ǁhole ǁallet/puƌseͿ 
ǁhile the oǁŶeƌ ǁasŶ͛t aƌouŶd oƌ lookiŶg? 
ϯϯ. Used fake ŵoŶeǇ iŶ a ŵaĐhiŶe? 
ϭϰ. TakeŶ a ďiĐǇĐle ďeloŶgiŶg to soŵeoŶe Ǉou didŶ͛t kŶoǁ ǁith 
Ŷo iŶteŶtioŶ of ƌetuƌŶiŶg it? 
ϯϱ. BeeŶ dƌuŶk ƌegulaƌlǇ ǁheŶ Ǉou ǁeƌe uŶdeƌ ϭϲ? 
ϭϱ. Tƌied to pass a ĐheƋue ďǇ sigŶiŶg soŵeoŶe else s͛ Ŷaŵe? ϯϴ. Let off fiƌeǁoƌks iŶ the stƌeet? 
ϭϲ. IŶteŶtioŶallǇ staƌted a ďuildiŶg oŶ fiƌe? ϯϵ. DeliďeƌatelǇ tƌaǀelled ǁithout a tiĐket oŶ a ďus, tƌaiŶ oƌ 
the tuďe? 
ϮϬ. ‘efused to tell the poliĐe oƌ soŵe otheƌ offiĐial ǁhat Ǉou kŶeǁ 
aďout a Đƌiŵe? 
ϰϬ. TakeŶ ŵoŶeǇ fƌoŵ soŵeoŶe at hoŵe ǁithout ƌetuƌŶiŶg 
it? 
ϮϮ. BeeŶ iŶǀolǀed iŶ gaŶg fights? ϰϭ.  DeliďeƌatelǇ litteƌed the stƌeets? 
Ϯϱ. AtteŶded a deŵoŶstƌatioŶ oƌ spoƌtiŶg eǀeŶt to Đause a 
distuƌďaŶĐe oƌ ďe ǀioleŶt? 
ϰϮ. AŶŶoǇed oƌ iŶsulted a stƌaŶgeƌ? 
Ϯϳ. DƌiǀeŶ a Đaƌ ǁheŶ Ǉou ǁeƌe dƌuŶk oƌ high oŶ soŵe dƌugs? ϰϯ. Not goŶe to sĐhool ǁheŶ Ǉou should haǀe ďeeŶ theƌe? 
Ϯϴ. TakeŶ ďaƌďituƌates ;doǁŶeƌsͿ oƌ speed ;oƌ otheƌ uppeƌsͿ 
ǁithout a pƌesĐƌiptioŶ? 
 
ϯϬ. Used heƌoiŶ ;sŵaĐkͿ oƌ ĐoĐaiŶe?  
ϯϲ. BƌokeŶ iŶto a house, shop, sĐhool oƌ otheƌ ďuildiŶg to ďƌeak 
thiŶgs up oƌ Đause otheƌ daŵage? 
 
ϯϰ. TakeŶ thiŶgs of laƌge ǀalue ;ǁoƌth ŵoƌe thaŶ £ϭϬϬͿ fƌoŵ a 
shop ǁithout paǇiŶg foƌ theŵ? 
 
ϯϳ. Dialled ϵϵϵ just foƌ a joke?  
ϰϰ. SŶiffed glue oƌ otheƌ solǀeŶts ;e.g. tippeǆ thiŶŶeƌͿ?  
ϰϱ. Used oƌ Đaƌƌied a guŶ to help Ǉou Đoŵŵit a Đƌiŵe?  
 
ϳ.ϳ StruĐture of iteŵs represeŶtiŶg less serious iteŵs. 
Theƌe aƌe ϭϵ iteŵs ƌepƌeseŶtiŶg Less seƌious offeŶĐes; the CƌoŶďaĐh͛s alpha is .ϵϭϭ.As the ““A plot 
iŶ fig. ϳ.ϯ aďoǀe shoǁs the uppeƌ ƌight ƌegioŶ ĐoŶtaiŶs aĐtioŶs that aƌe ŵostlǇ deǀiaŶt. This ƌegioŶ 
ĐoŶtaiŶs iteŵs ǁhiĐh aŶ iŶdiǀidual ǁould Ŷot ŶoƌŵallǇ ďe pƌoseĐuted foƌ. Taďle ϳ.ϳ aďoǀe list all of 
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the iteŵs ǁhiĐh aƌe less seƌious. All of the less seƌious iteŵs aƌe iŶ this ƌight ƌegioŶ ǁhiĐh satisfies 
ĐƌiteƌioŶ aͿ. The ƌight ƌegioŶ is eǆĐlusiǀe to less seƌious aĐts, thus satisfǇiŶg ĐƌiteƌioŶ ďͿ. 
“oŵe of the less seƌious iteŵs aƌe Ŷeaƌeƌ to the ďoƌdeƌ of the ƌegioŶs aŶd ŵaǇ ĐoŶtaiŶ aŶ aspeĐt of 
ďoth eleŵeŶts. Foƌ eǆaŵple, iteŵ ϯ ͚TakeŶ huďĐaps, ǁheels, the ďatteƌǇ oƌ soŵe otheƌ paƌt of a Đaƌ 
ǁithout the oǁŶeƌ͛s peƌŵissioŶ͛ is Đlose to the ďoƌdeƌ of the ƌegioŶs. This suggests that this iteŵ is 
iŶteƌpƌeted as ŵoƌe seƌious iŶ Ŷatuƌe thaŶ iteŵ ϯϴ ͚Let off fiƌeǁoƌks iŶ the stƌeet ,͛ ǁhiĐh is loĐated 
oŶ the faƌ ƌight haŶd side of the plot. “iŵilaƌlǇ, iteŵ ϰϬ ͚TakeŶ ŵoŶeǇ fƌoŵ soŵeoŶe at hoŵe ǁithout 
ƌetuƌŶiŶg it͛ is Đlose to the ďoƌdeƌ of the ƌegioŶs, agaiŶ suggestiŶg that this aĐt is iŶteƌpƌeted as ŵoƌe 
seƌious thaŶ iteŵs oŶ the faƌ ƌight. All of the iteŵs iŶ the ƌight ƌegioŶ aƌe spaĐed fuƌtheƌ apaƌt thaŶ 
iteŵs oŶ the left, this suggests that theƌe is ŵoƌe ǀaƌiaďilitǇ iŶ the iŶteƌpƌetatioŶ of the leǀel of 
seƌiousŶess of these iteŵs. 
ϳ.ϴ StruĐture of iteŵs represeŶtiŶg ŵore serious iteŵs. 
Theƌe aƌe Ϯϲ iteŵs ƌepƌeseŶtiŶg Moƌe seƌious offeŶĐes; the CƌoŶďaĐh͛s alpha is .ϵϯϳ.The iteŵs that 
aƌe loĐated iŶ the loǁeƌ left ƌegioŶ aƌe ŵoƌe seƌious. All of the iteŵs that ƌepƌeseŶt ŵoƌe seƌious 
aĐts aƌe iŶ the left ƌegioŶ, this satisfies ĐƌiteƌioŶ aͿ. The left ƌegioŶ is eǆĐlusiǀe to ŵoƌe seƌious aĐts 
aŶd as suĐh suppoƌts ĐƌiteƌioŶ ďͿ.  
All of the iteŵs iŶ this left ƌegioŶ aƌe iŶteƌpƌeted as ďeiŶg ŵoƌe seƌious thaŶ the iteŵs iŶ the ƌight 
ƌegioŶ. Most of the iteŵs iŶ this ƌegioŶ aƌe Đƌiŵes foƌ ǁhiĐh the iŶdiǀidual ŵaǇ ďe pƌoseĐuted. Foƌ 
eǆaŵple, iteŵ ϯϰ ͚TakeŶ thiŶgs of laƌge ǀalue ;ǁoƌth ŵoƌe thaŶ £ϭϬϬͿ fƌoŵ a shop ǁithout paǇiŶg 
foƌ theŵ ,͛ has a higheƌ leǀel of seƌiousŶess thaŶ iteŵ ϭϳ ͚TakeŶ little thiŶgs ;ǁoƌth less thaŶ £ϱͿ fƌoŵ 
a shop ǁithout paǇiŶg foƌ theŵ͛ due to the iŶĐƌeased leǀel of ǀalue. 
“oŵe of the iteŵs aƌe Ŷeaƌeƌ to the ďoƌdeƌ of the ƌegioŶs thaŶ otheƌs ǁhiĐh suggest soŵe 
diffeƌeŶtiatioŶ iŶ the leǀel of seƌiousŶess. Foƌ eǆaŵple, iteŵ ϯϲ ͚BƌokeŶ iŶto a house, shop, sĐhool oƌ 
otheƌ ďuildiŶg to ďƌeak thiŶgs up oƌ Đause otheƌ daŵage ,͛ is Đloseƌ to the iŶŶeƌ paƌt of the plot thaŶ 
iteŵ  ϰϱ ͚Used oƌ Đaƌƌied a guŶ to help Ǉou Đoŵŵit a Đƌiŵe͛. This suggests that the leǀel of 
seƌiousŶess has a diƌeĐtioŶal eleŵeŶt to it. The top ƌight of the plot appeaƌs to ĐoŶtaiŶ the least 












Figure ϳ.ϰ SSA plot shoǁiŶg struĐture of iteŵs represeŶtiŶg tǇpe of gaiŶ 
 
The ““A aďoǀe is aŶ adaptatioŶ of that displaǇed iŶ fig. ϳ.ϭ. 
Taďle ϳ.ϴ KeǇ to Dϰϱ SSA 
D45 item   
1Broken into house, shop, school and taken money 
or something else you wanted 
16Intentionally started a building on fire 31Cheated at school in tests 
2Broken into a locked car to get something from it 17Taken little things (worth less than £5) 
from a shop without paying for them 
32Not returned extra change that a cashier gave 
you by mistake 
3Taken hubcaps, wheels, the battery or some other 
paƌt of a Đaƌ ǁithout the oǁŶeƌ͛s peƌŵissioŶ 
18Broken the windows of an empty house 
or other unoccupied building 
33Used fake money in a machine 
4Taken things worth between £10 and £100 from a 
shop without paying for them 
19Bought something you knew had been 
stolen 
34Taken things of large value (worth more than 
£100) from a shop without paying for them 
ϱThƌeateŶed to ďeat soŵeoŶe up if theǇ didŶ͛t giǀe 
you money or something else you wanted 
20Refused to tell the police or some other 
official what you knew about a crime 
35Been drunk regularly when you were under 
16 
6Carried a razor, flick-knife or some other weapon  
with the intention of using it in a fight 
ϮϭPiĐked a fight ǁith soŵeoŶe Ǉou didŶ͛t 
know just for the hell of it 
36Broken into a house, shop, school or other 
building to break things up or cause other 
damage 
7Pulled a knife, gun or some other weapon on 
someone just to let them know you meant business 
22Been involved in gang fights 37Dialled 999 just for a joke 
8Beat someone up so badly they probably needed a 
doctor 
23Been loud, rowdy or unruly in a public 
place 
38Let off fireworks in the street 
ϵTakeŶ a Đaƌ ďeloŶgiŶg to soŵeoŶe Ǉou didŶ͛t kŶoǁ 
foƌ a ƌide ǁithout the oǁŶeƌ͛s peƌŵissioŶ 
24Had sex in public 39Deliberately travelled without a ticket on a 
bus, train or the tube 
10Tried to get away from a police officer by fighting 
or struggling 
25Attended a demonstration or sporting 
event to cause a disturbance or be violent 
40Taken money from someone at home without 
returning it 
11Used physical force (like twisting an arm or 
choking) to get money from another person 
26Smoked marijuana (grass/pot)? 41Deliberately littered the streets 
12Used a club, knife or other weapon to get 
something from someone 
27Driven a car when you were drunk or 
high on some drugs 
42Annoyed or insulted a stranger 
13Taken things from a wallet/purse (or the whole 
ǁallet/puƌseͿ ǁhile the oǁŶeƌ ǁasŶ͛t aƌouŶd oƌ 
looking 
28Taken barbiturates (downers) or speed 
(or other uppers) without a prescription 
43Not gone to school when you should have 
been there 
14Taken a bicycle belonging to soŵeoŶe Ǉou didŶ͛t 
know with no intention of returning it 
29Taken ecstasy (͚E͛sͿ? 44Sniffed glue or other solvents (e.g. tippex 
thinner ) 
ϭϱTƌied to pass a ĐheƋue ďǇ sigŶiŶg soŵeoŶe else͛s 
name 




Taďle ϳ.ϵ. Taďle of iteŵs that represeŶt tǇpe of gaiŶ 
Material gaiŶ iteŵs Poǁer gaiŶ iteŵs SeŶsorǇ gaiŶ iteŵs 
High gaiŶ High gaiŶ High gaiŶ 
ϭ. BƌokeŶ iŶto house, shop, sĐhool aŶd 
takeŶ ŵoŶeǇ oƌ soŵethiŶg else Ǉou 
ǁaŶted? 
ϲ. Caƌƌied a ƌazoƌ, fliĐk-kŶife oƌ soŵe otheƌ 
ǁeapoŶ ǁith the iŶteŶtioŶ of usiŶg it iŶ a 
fight? 
ϭϲ. IŶteŶtioŶallǇ staƌted a ďuildiŶg oŶ 
fiƌe? 
Ϯ. BƌokeŶ iŶto a loĐked Đaƌ to get 
soŵethiŶg fƌoŵ it? 
ϳ. Pulled a kŶife, guŶ oƌ soŵe otheƌ ǁeapoŶ 
oŶ soŵeoŶe just to let theŵ kŶoǁ Ǉou 
ŵeaŶt ďusiŶess? 
ϭϳ. TakeŶ little thiŶgs ;ǁoƌth less thaŶ 
£ϱͿ fƌoŵ a shop ǁithout paǇiŶg foƌ 
theŵ? 
ϵ. TakeŶ a Đaƌ ďeloŶgiŶg to soŵeoŶe 
Ǉou didŶ͛t kŶoǁ foƌ a ƌide ǁithout the 
oǁŶeƌ s͛ peƌŵissioŶ? 
ϴ. Beat soŵeoŶe up so ďadlǇ theǇ pƌoďaďlǇ 
Ŷeeded a doĐtoƌ? 
ϭϴ. BƌokeŶ the ǁiŶdoǁs of aŶ eŵptǇ 
house oƌ otheƌ uŶoĐĐupied ďuildiŶg? 
ϭϱ. Tƌied to pass a ĐheƋue ďǇ sigŶiŶg 
soŵeoŶe else s͛ Ŷaŵe? 
ϭϭ. Used phǇsiĐal foƌĐe ;like tǁistiŶg aŶ aƌŵ 
oƌ ĐhokiŶgͿ to get ŵoŶeǇ fƌoŵ aŶotheƌ 
peƌsoŶ? 
ϯϱ. BeeŶ dƌuŶk ƌegulaƌlǇ ǁheŶ Ǉou 
ǁeƌe uŶdeƌ ϭϲ? 
Ϯϲ. “ŵoked ŵaƌijuaŶa ;gƌass/potͿ? ϭϮ. Used a Đluď, kŶife oƌ otheƌ ǁeapoŶ to 
get soŵethiŶg fƌoŵ soŵeoŶe? 
ϯϲ. BƌokeŶ iŶto a house, shop, sĐhool 
oƌ otheƌ ďuildiŶg to ďƌeak thiŶgs up oƌ 
Đause otheƌ daŵage? 
Ϯϴ. TakeŶ ďaƌďituƌates ;doǁŶeƌsͿ oƌ 
speed ;oƌ otheƌ uppeƌsͿ ǁithout a 
pƌesĐƌiptioŶ? 
ϮϮ. BeeŶ iŶǀolǀed iŶ gaŶg fights? ϯϳ. Dialled ϵϵϵ just foƌ a joke? 
Ϯϵ. TakeŶ eĐstasǇ ;͚E s͛Ϳ? Ϯϰ. Had seǆ iŶ puďliĐ? ϰϬ. TakeŶ ŵoŶeǇ fƌoŵ soŵeoŶe at 
hoŵe ǁithout ƌetuƌŶiŶg it? 
ϯϬ. Used heƌoiŶ ;sŵaĐkͿ oƌ ĐoĐaiŶe? Ϯϱ. AtteŶded a deŵoŶstƌatioŶ oƌ spoƌtiŶg 
eǀeŶt to Đause a distuƌďaŶĐe oƌ ďe ǀioleŶt? 
ϰϯ. Not goŶe to sĐhool ǁheŶ Ǉou 
should haǀe ďeeŶ theƌe? 
 ϰϮ. AŶŶoǇed oƌ iŶsulted a stƌaŶgeƌ?  
 ϰϱ. Used oƌ Đaƌƌied a guŶ to help Ǉou 
Đoŵŵit a Đƌiŵe? 
 
Loǁ gaiŶ Loǁ gaiŶ Loǁ gaiŶ 
ϯ. TakeŶ huďĐaps, ǁheels, the ďatteƌǇ oƌ 
soŵe otheƌ paƌt of a Đaƌ ǁithout the 
oǁŶeƌ s͛ peƌŵissioŶ? 
ϱ. ThƌeateŶed to ďeat soŵeoŶe up if theǇ 
didŶ͛t giǀe Ǉou ŵoŶeǇ oƌ soŵethiŶg else 
Ǉou ǁaŶted? 
Ϯϯ. BeeŶ loud, ƌoǁdǇ oƌ uŶƌulǇ iŶ a 
puďliĐ plaĐe? 
ϰ. TakeŶ thiŶgs ǁoƌth ďetǁeeŶ £ϭϬ aŶd 
£ϭϬϬ fƌoŵ a shop ǁithout paǇiŶg foƌ 
theŵ? 
ϭϯ. TakeŶ thiŶgs fƌoŵ a ǁallet/puƌse ;oƌ the 
ǁhole ǁallet/puƌseͿ ǁhile the oǁŶeƌ ǁasŶ͛t 
aƌouŶd oƌ lookiŶg? 
ϯϴ. Let off fiƌeǁoƌks iŶ the stƌeet? 
ϭϬ. Tƌied to get aǁaǇ fƌoŵ a poliĐe 
offiĐeƌ ďǇ fightiŶg oƌ stƌuggliŶg? 
Ϯϭ. PiĐked a fight ǁith soŵeoŶe Ǉou didŶ͛t 
kŶoǁ just foƌ the hell of it? 
ϯϵ. DeliďeƌatelǇ tƌaǀelled ǁithout a 
tiĐket oŶ a ďus, tƌaiŶ oƌ the tuďe? 
ϭϰ. TakeŶ a ďiĐǇĐle ďeloŶgiŶg to 
soŵeoŶe Ǉou didŶ͛t kŶoǁ ǁith Ŷo 
iŶteŶtioŶ of ƌetuƌŶiŶg it? 
ϯϭ. Cheated at sĐhool iŶ tests? ϰϭ.  DeliďeƌatelǇ litteƌed the stƌeets? 
ϭϵ. Bought soŵethiŶg Ǉou kŶeǁ had 
ďeeŶ stoleŶ? 
 ϰϰ. “Ŷiffed glue oƌ otheƌ solǀeŶts ;e.g. 
tippeǆ thiŶŶeƌͿ? 
ϮϬ. ‘efused to tell the poliĐe oƌ soŵe 
otheƌ offiĐial ǁhat Ǉou kŶeǁ aďout a 
Đƌiŵe? 
  
Ϯϳ. DƌiǀeŶ a Đaƌ ǁheŶ Ǉou ǁeƌe dƌuŶk 
oƌ high oŶ soŵe dƌugs? 
  
ϯϮ. Not ƌetuƌŶed eǆtƌa ĐhaŶge that a 
Đashieƌ gaǀe Ǉou ďǇ ŵistake? 
  
ϯϯ. Used fake ŵoŶeǇ iŶ a ŵaĐhiŶe?   
ϯϰ. TakeŶ thiŶgs of laƌge ǀalue ;ǁoƌth 
ŵoƌe thaŶ £ϭϬϬͿ fƌoŵ a shop ǁithout 
paǇiŶg foƌ theŵ? 
  
 
Many of the items that are defined as Material gain can clearly be understood as a gain in money or 
goods, foƌ eǆaŵple, iteŵ Ϯ ͚BƌokeŶ iŶto a loĐked Đaƌ to get soŵethiŶg fƌoŵ it͛, aŶd iteŵ ϭϵ ͚Bought 
something you knew had been stolen. Youngs proposes that Material gains can be extended to be 
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the reward that comes from possession of any desired goods. Youngs suggests that drugs are one of 
the material possessions which is highly desired within a criminal context, as such she proposes that 
items which indicate the possession or taking of drugs should be described as a Material gain.  
Youngs proposed that items which indicate the use of force over another represent Power gains. 
Iteŵs suĐh as ϴ ͚BeateŶ soŵeoŶe up so ďadlǇ theǇ pƌoďaďlǇ Ŷeeded a doĐtoƌ͛ aŶd ϮϮ ͚Been involved 
iŶ gaŶg fight͛ show exertion over another. Youngs suggests items which use force to get something 
from someone (such as money) should be categorized as Power gains as they forcefully prize the 
goods or money directly from a victim. Therefore, iteŵs suĐh as ϭϮ ͚Used a club, knife, or other 
ǁeapoŶ to get soŵethiŶg fƌoŵ soŵeoŶe͛ should be defined as Power gains. Youngs also proposes 
that iteŵ Ϯϰ ͚Had seǆ iŶ puďliĐ͛ should be defined as a Power gain. Youngs says that this is an act of 
power over otheƌs, aŶd states ͞This is aŶ eǆaŵple of a ďehaǀiouƌ that foĐuses oŶ the aĐƋuisitioŶ of 
control through enhanced status rather than physical prowess.  The public nature of the behaviour 
ǁould uŶƋuestioŶaďlǇ lead to aŶ iŶĐƌease iŶ status aŵoŶg ǇouŶg ŵeŶ!͟ ;Youngs 2001, p. 160). 
Youngs describes Sensory gains as producing a stimulating, pleasurable experience. Sensory gains 
ĐaŶ ďe aĐhieǀed iŶ iteŵs ǁhiĐh iŶdiĐate destƌuĐtioŶ oƌ daŵage of pƌopeƌtǇ, suĐh as ϭϴ ͚Broken the 
windows of an empty property other unocĐupied ďuildiŶg͛. Youngs suggests items which indicate 
ƌeďellioŶ aƌe also “eŶsoƌǇ gaiŶs. Foƌ eǆaŵple, iteŵs suĐh as ϯϵ ͚Deliberately travelled without a 
tiĐket oŶ a ďus, tƌaiŶ oƌ the tuďe͛ , ϰϬ ͚TakeŶ ŵoŶeǇ fƌoŵ soŵeoŶe at hoŵe ǁithout ƌetuƌŶiŶg it͛ and 
41 ͚Sniffed glue or other solvents (e.g. tippex thinner͛ aƌe all ƌeďellious aŶd as suĐh aƌe “eŶsoƌǇ gaiŶs. 
In sum, all of the items in table 7.9 above are defined as representing the various gain as proposed 
by Youngs (2001). 
ϳ.ϵ StruĐture of iteŵs represeŶtiŶg Material gaiŶs 
The iteŵs that ƌepƌeseŶt ŵateƌial gaiŶs aƌe defiŶed ǁith a ĐiƌĐle shape oŶ the ““A iŶ figuƌe ϳ.ϰ 
aďoǀe. Theƌe aƌe a total of ϭϴ iteŵs that ƌepƌeseŶt this tǇpe of gaiŶ. The CƌoŶďaĐh͛s Alpha is .ϵϬϴ. 
Theƌe aƌe Ŷo ideŶtifiaďle ƌegioŶs ǁithiŶ the ““A plot that ĐoŶtaiŶs all of the iteŵs that ƌepƌeseŶt 
Mateƌial gaiŶs. Theƌefoƌe, ĐƌiteƌioŶ aͿ, aŶd ďǇ eǆteŶsioŶ ĐƌiteƌioŶ ďͿ, ĐaŶŶot ďe suppoƌted. 
ϳ.ϭϬ StruĐture of iteŵs represeŶtiŶg Poǁer gaiŶs. 
The iteŵs that ƌepƌeseŶt Poǁeƌ gaiŶs aƌe ideŶtified ǁith a sƋuaƌe oŶ the ““A plot. Theƌe aƌe a total 
of ϭϰ iteŵs that ƌepƌeseŶt this gaiŶ, the CƌoŶďaĐh͛s Alpha is .ϴϳϰ. The Poǁeƌ gaiŶ iteŵs aƌe Ŷot 
ƌestƌiĐted to aŶǇ oŶe ƌegioŶ of the plot. Theƌefoƌe ĐƌiteƌioŶ aͿ ĐaŶŶot ďe suppoƌted. BǇ eǆteŶsioŶ, 
ĐƌiteƌioŶ ďͿ ĐaŶŶot ďe suppoƌted eitheƌ, as theƌe is Ŷo ƌegioŶ to ƌestƌiĐt the plaĐeŵeŶt of iteŵs 
ƌelatiŶg to Poǁeƌ gaiŶs. 
ϳ.ϭϭ StruĐture of iteŵs represeŶtiŶg SeŶsorǇ gaiŶs. 
The iteŵs that ƌepƌeseŶt “eŶsoƌǇ gaiŶs aƌe ideŶtified ǁith a tƌiaŶgle oŶ the ““A plot. Theƌe aƌe a 
total of ϭϰ iteŵs that ƌepƌeseŶt this gaiŶ, the CƌoŶďaĐh͛s Alpha is .ϴϲϯ. Theƌe is Ŷo paƌtiĐulaƌ ƌegioŶ 
of the ““A that ĐoŶtaiŶs iteŵs ƌelatiŶg to “eŶsoƌǇ gaiŶs. Theƌefoƌe ĐƌiteƌioŶ aͿ, aŶd ďǇ eǆteŶsioŶ 
ĐƌiteƌioŶ ďͿ ĐaŶŶot ďe suppoƌted. 
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The gaiŶs of Đƌiŵe, as pƌoposed ďǇ YouŶgs ;ϮϬϬϭͿ, ĐaŶŶot ďe ideŶtified iŶ this paƌtiĐulaƌ studǇ; all of 
the Mateƌial, Poǁeƌ, aŶd “eŶsoƌǇ gaiŶ iteŵs aƌe dispeƌsed thƌoughout the plot. This iŶdiĐates that 
although theƌe aƌe soŵe ĐƌiŵiŶal aŶd deǀiaŶt eǀeŶts ďeiŶg ƌepoƌted ďǇ the geŶeƌal puďliĐ, 




























 Figure ϳ.ϱ SSA plot shoǁiŶg struĐture of iteŵs represeŶtiŶg forŵ of iŶteraĐtioŶ 
 
The ““A aďoǀe is aŶ adaptatioŶ of that displaǇed iŶ fig. ϳ.ϭ. 
Taďle ϳ.ϭϬ KeǇ to Dϰϱ SSA 
D45 item   
1Broken into house, shop, school and taken money 
or something else you wanted 
16Intentionally started a building on fire 31Cheated at school in tests 
2Broken into a locked car to get something from it 17Taken little things (worth less than £5) 
from a shop without paying for them 
32Not returned extra change that a cashier gave 
you by mistake 
3Taken hubcaps, wheels, the battery or some other 
paƌt of a Đaƌ ǁithout the oǁŶeƌ͛s peƌŵissioŶ 
18Broken the windows of an empty house 
or other unoccupied building 
33Used fake money in a machine 
4Taken things worth between £10 and £100 from a 
shop without paying for them 
19Bought something you knew had been 
stolen 
34Taken things of large value (worth more than 
£100) from a shop without paying for them 
ϱThƌeateŶed to ďeat soŵeoŶe up if theǇ didŶ͛t giǀe 
you money or something else you wanted 
20Refused to tell the police or some other 
official what you knew about a crime 
35Been drunk regularly when you were under 
16 
6Carried a razor, flick-knife or some other weapon  
with the intention of using it in a fight 
ϮϭPiĐked a fight ǁith soŵeoŶe Ǉou didŶ͛t 
know just for the hell of it 
36Broken into a house, shop, school or other 
building to break things up or cause other 
damage 
7Pulled a knife, gun or some other weapon on 
someone just to let them know you meant business 
22Been involved in gang fights 37Dialled 999 just for a joke 
8Beat someone up so badly they probably needed a 
doctor 
23Been loud, rowdy or unruly in a public 
place 
38Let off fireworks in the street 
ϵTakeŶ a Đaƌ ďeloŶgiŶg to soŵeoŶe Ǉou didŶ͛t kŶoǁ 
foƌ a ƌide ǁithout the oǁŶeƌ͛s peƌŵissioŶ 
24Had sex in public 39Deliberately travelled without a ticket on a 
bus, train or the tube 
10Tried to get away from a police officer by fighting 
or struggling 
25Attended a demonstration or sporting 
event to cause a disturbance or be violent 
40Taken money from someone at home without 
returning it 
11Used physical force (like twisting an arm or 
choking) to get money from another person 
26Smoked marijuana (grass/pot)? 41Deliberately littered the streets 
12Used a club, knife or other weapon to get 
something from someone 
27Driven a car when you were drunk or 
high on some drugs 
42Annoyed or insulted a stranger 
13Taken things from a wallet/purse (or the whole 
ǁallet/puƌseͿ ǁhile the oǁŶeƌ ǁasŶ͛t aƌouŶd oƌ 
looking 
28Taken barbiturates (downers) or speed 
(or other uppers) without a prescription 
43Not gone to school when you should have 
been there 
14Taken a bicycle beloŶgiŶg to soŵeoŶe Ǉou didŶ͛t 
know with no intention of returning it 
29Taken ecstasy (͚E͛sͿ? 44Sniffed glue or other solvents (e.g. tippex 
thinner ) 
ϭϱTƌied to pass a ĐheƋue ďǇ sigŶiŶg soŵeoŶe else͛s 
name 




Taďle ϳ.ϭϭ Taďle of iteŵs represeŶtiŶg forŵ of iŶteraĐtioŶ 
PersoŶ direĐted aĐts PropertǇ/oďjeĐt direĐted aĐts 
ϱ. ThƌeateŶed to ďeat soŵeoŶe up if theǇ didŶ͛t giǀe Ǉou 
ŵoŶeǇ oƌ soŵethiŶg else Ǉou ǁaŶted? 
ϭ. BƌokeŶ iŶto house, shop, sĐhool aŶd takeŶ ŵoŶeǇ oƌ 
soŵethiŶg else Ǉou ǁaŶted? 
ϲ. Caƌƌied a ƌazoƌ, fliĐk-kŶife oƌ soŵe otheƌ ǁeapoŶ ǁith the 
iŶteŶtioŶ of usiŶg it iŶ a fight? 
Ϯ. BƌokeŶ iŶto a loĐked Đaƌ to get soŵethiŶg fƌoŵ it? 
ϳ. Pulled a kŶife, guŶ oƌ soŵe otheƌ ǁeapoŶ oŶ soŵeoŶe 
just to let theŵ kŶoǁ Ǉou ŵeaŶt ďusiŶess? 
ϯ. TakeŶ huďĐaps, ǁheels, the ďatteƌǇ oƌ soŵe otheƌ paƌt of a Đaƌ 
ǁithout the oǁŶeƌ s͛ peƌŵissioŶ? 
ϴ. Beat soŵeoŶe up so ďadlǇ theǇ pƌoďaďlǇ Ŷeeded a 
doĐtoƌ? 
ϰ. TakeŶ thiŶgs ǁoƌth ďetǁeeŶ £ϭϬ aŶd £ϭϬϬ fƌoŵ a shop 
ǁithout paǇiŶg foƌ theŵ? 
ϭϬ. Tƌied to get aǁaǇ fƌoŵ a poliĐe offiĐeƌ ďǇ fightiŶg oƌ 
stƌuggliŶg? 
ϵ. TakeŶ a Đaƌ ďeloŶgiŶg to soŵeoŶe Ǉou didŶ͛t kŶoǁ foƌ a ƌide 
ǁithout the oǁŶeƌ s͛ peƌŵissioŶ? 
ϭϭ. Used phǇsiĐal foƌĐe ;like tǁistiŶg aŶ aƌŵ oƌ ĐhokiŶgͿ to 
get ŵoŶeǇ fƌoŵ aŶotheƌ peƌsoŶ? 
ϭϯ. TakeŶ thiŶgs fƌoŵ a ǁallet/puƌse ;oƌ the ǁhole ǁallet/puƌseͿ 
ǁhile the oǁŶeƌ ǁasŶ͛t aƌouŶd oƌ lookiŶg? 
ϭϮ. Used a Đluď, kŶife oƌ otheƌ ǁeapoŶ to get soŵethiŶg 
fƌoŵ soŵeoŶe? 
ϭϰ. TakeŶ a ďiĐǇĐle ďeloŶgiŶg to soŵeoŶe Ǉou didŶ͛t kŶoǁ ǁith 
Ŷo iŶteŶtioŶ of ƌetuƌŶiŶg it? 
ϮϬ. ‘efused to tell the poliĐe oƌ soŵe otheƌ offiĐial ǁhat Ǉou 
kŶeǁ aďout a Đƌiŵe? 
ϭϱ. Tƌied to pass a ĐheƋue ďǇ sigŶiŶg soŵeoŶe else s͛ Ŷaŵe? 
Ϯϭ. PiĐked a fight ǁith soŵeoŶe Ǉou didŶ͛t kŶoǁ just foƌ the 
hell of it? 
ϭϲ. IŶteŶtioŶallǇ staƌted a ďuildiŶg oŶ fiƌe? 
ϮϮ. BeeŶ iŶǀolǀed iŶ gaŶg fights? ϭϳ. TakeŶ little thiŶgs ;ǁoƌth less thaŶ £ϱͿ fƌoŵ a shop ǁithout 
paǇiŶg foƌ theŵ? 
Ϯϯ. BeeŶ loud, ƌoǁdǇ oƌ uŶƌulǇ iŶ a puďliĐ plaĐe? ϭϴ. BƌokeŶ the ǁiŶdoǁs of aŶ eŵptǇ house oƌ otheƌ uŶoĐĐupied 
ďuildiŶg? 
Ϯϰ. Had seǆ iŶ puďliĐ? ϭϵ. Bought soŵethiŶg Ǉou kŶeǁ had ďeeŶ stoleŶ? 
Ϯϱ. AtteŶded a deŵoŶstƌatioŶ oƌ spoƌtiŶg eǀeŶt to Đause a 
distuƌďaŶĐe oƌ ďe ǀioleŶt? 
Ϯϳ. DƌiǀeŶ a Đaƌ ǁheŶ Ǉou ǁeƌe dƌuŶk oƌ high oŶ soŵe dƌugs? 
Ϯϲ. “ŵoked ŵaƌijuaŶa ;gƌass/potͿ? ϯϭ. Cheated at sĐhool iŶ tests? 
Ϯϴ. TakeŶ ďaƌďituƌates ;doǁŶeƌsͿ oƌ speed ;oƌ otheƌ 
uppeƌsͿ ǁithout a pƌesĐƌiptioŶ? 
ϯϮ. Not ƌetuƌŶed eǆtƌa ĐhaŶge that a Đashieƌ gaǀe Ǉou ďǇ 
ŵistake? 
Ϯϵ. TakeŶ eĐstasǇ ;͚E s͛Ϳ? ϯϯ. Used fake ŵoŶeǇ iŶ a ŵaĐhiŶe? 
ϯϬ. Used heƌoiŶ ;sŵaĐkͿ oƌ ĐoĐaiŶe? ϯϰ. TakeŶ thiŶgs of laƌge ǀalue ;ǁoƌth ŵoƌe thaŶ £ϭϬϬͿ fƌoŵ a 
shop ǁithout paǇiŶg foƌ theŵ? 
ϯϱ. BeeŶ dƌuŶk ƌegulaƌlǇ ǁheŶ Ǉou ǁeƌe uŶdeƌ ϭϲ? ϯϲ. BƌokeŶ iŶto a house, shop, sĐhool oƌ otheƌ ďuildiŶg to ďƌeak 
thiŶgs up oƌ Đause otheƌ daŵage? 
ϯϳ. Dialled ϵϵϵ just foƌ a joke? ϯϴ. Let off fiƌeǁoƌks iŶ the stƌeet? 
ϰϮ. AŶŶoǇed oƌ iŶsulted a stƌaŶgeƌ? ϯϵ. DeliďeƌatelǇ tƌaǀelled ǁithout a tiĐket oŶ a ďus, tƌaiŶ oƌ the 
tuďe? 
ϰϯ. Not goŶe to sĐhool ǁheŶ Ǉou should haǀe ďeeŶ theƌe? ϰϬ. TakeŶ ŵoŶeǇ fƌoŵ soŵeoŶe at hoŵe ǁithout ƌetuƌŶiŶg it? 
ϰϰ. “Ŷiffed glue oƌ otheƌ solǀeŶts ;e.g. tippeǆ thiŶŶeƌͿ? ϰϭ.  DeliďeƌatelǇ litteƌed the stƌeets? 
ϰϱ. Used oƌ Đaƌƌied a guŶ to help Ǉou Đoŵŵit a Đƌiŵe?  
 
ϳ.ϭϮ StruĐture of iteŵs represeŶtiŶg iŶteraĐtioŶ ǁith a persoŶ 
The iteŵs that ƌepƌeseŶt Đƌiŵes iŶteƌaĐtiŶg ǁith a PeƌsoŶ aƌe ideŶtified ǁith a tƌiaŶgle iŶ the ““A 
plot iŶ fig ϳ.ϱ aďoǀe. Theƌe appeaƌs to ďe aŶ aƌea aĐƌoss the ĐeŶtƌe of the plot ǁhiĐh ĐoŶtaiŶs the 
ŵajoƌitǇ of iteŵs ǁhiĐh aƌe diƌeĐted at, oƌ iŶteƌaĐt ǁith, a peƌsoŶ. Hoǁeǀeƌ, theƌe aƌe a Ŷuŵďeƌ of 
iteŵs ǁhiĐh iŶteƌaĐt ǁith pƌopeƌtǇ oƌ oďjeĐts iŶ this aƌea also. The folloǁiŶg iteŵs iŶteƌaĐtiŶg ǁith 
PƌopeƌtǇ aƌe loĐated aŵoŶgst the iteŵs iŶteƌaĐtiŶg ǁith a PeƌsoŶ. 
ϭ. BƌokeŶ iŶto house, shop, sĐhool aŶd takeŶ ŵoŶeǇ oƌ soŵethiŶg else Ǉou ǁaŶted? 
Ϯ. BƌokeŶ iŶto a loĐked Đaƌ to get soŵethiŶg fƌoŵ it? 
ϰ. TakeŶ thiŶgs ǁoƌth ďetǁeeŶ £ϭϬ aŶd £ϭϬϬ fƌoŵ a shop ǁithout paǇiŶg foƌ theŵ? 




ϭϴ. BƌokeŶ the ǁiŶdoǁs of aŶ eŵptǇ house oƌ otheƌ uŶoĐĐupied ďuildiŶg? 
ϯϰ. TakeŶ thiŶgs of laƌge ǀalue ;ǁoƌth ŵoƌe thaŶ £ϭϬϬͿ fƌoŵ a shop ǁithout paǇiŶg foƌ 
theŵ? 
ϰϭ.  DeliďeƌatelǇ litteƌed the stƌeets? 
“oŵe of these iteŵs aƌe ǀeƌǇ Ŷeaƌ to the ďoƌdeƌ, iŶdiĐatiŶg that theǇ ĐoŶtaiŶ eleŵeŶts of peƌsoŶ aŶd 
pƌopeƌtǇ iŶteƌaĐtioŶs. It is possiďle that iteŵs ϵ aŶd ϭϴ ŵaǇ ďe Đaƌƌied out ǁith a Ŷuŵďeƌ of fƌieŶds 
aŶd theƌefoƌe ĐoŶtaiŶ a soĐial iŶteƌaĐtioŶ eleŵeŶt. The PeƌsoŶ foĐused iteŵs aƌe iŶ the saŵe ĐeŶtƌal 
loĐatioŶ as the Eǆpƌessiǀe iteŵs; this suppoƌts the fiŶdiŶgs fƌoŵ Đhapteƌ ϱ; PeƌsoŶ diƌeĐted Đƌiŵes 
aƌe thought of as ďeiŶg Eǆpƌessiǀe. This also giǀes suppoƌt foƌ the stƌuĐtuƌe of the hǇpothetiĐal 
sĐeŶaƌios as ďoth hǇpothetiĐal aŶd aĐtual sĐeŶaƌios shoǁ the saŵe stƌuĐtuƌe. 
ϳ.ϭϯ StruĐture of iteŵs represeŶtiŶg iŶteraĐtioŶ ǁith propertǇ 
The iteŵs that ƌepƌeseŶt PƌopeƌtǇ diƌeĐted aĐts aƌe ideŶtified ǁith a sƋuaƌe shape oŶ the ““A plot. 
The iteŵs iŶteƌaĐtioŶ ǁith pƌopeƌtǇ oƌ oďjeĐts aƌe loĐated iŶ the outeƌ ƌegioŶ of the ““A. Most of 
these iteŵs ǁhiĐh ƌepƌeseŶt iŶteƌaĐtioŶ ǁith PƌopeƌtǇ aƌe loĐated iŶ the outeƌ ƌegioŶ of the plot; this 
satisfies ĐƌiteƌioŶ aͿ. Hoǁeǀeƌ, the outeƌ ƌegioŶ is Ŷot eǆĐlusiǀe to iŶdiƌeĐt PƌopeƌtǇ iteŵs theƌefoƌe 
ĐƌiteƌioŶ ďͿ ĐaŶŶot ďe satisfied. Iteŵ ϯϳ ͚Dialled ϵϵϵ just foƌ a joke?͛ is loĐated toǁaƌds the outeƌ 
edge oŶ the ďottoŵ of the plot. This iteŵ does Ŷot iŶteƌaĐt ǁith a pƌopeƌtǇ oƌ oďjeĐt, hoǁeǀeƌ, is 
loĐated aŵoŶgst otheƌ iteŵs iŶteƌaĐtiŶg ǁith pƌopeƌtǇ. It is possiďle that the loĐatioŶ oŶ the outeƌ 
edge is a ĐoŶseƋueŶĐe of the loǁ Ŷuŵďeƌ of paƌtiĐipaŶts ƌepoƌtiŶg ĐaƌƌǇiŶg out this iteŵ aĐt, aŶd 
ƌefleĐts its ƌaƌitǇ. 
These PƌopeƌtǇ diƌeĐted aĐts aƌe iŶ the saŵe outeƌ aƌea as the IŶstƌuŵeŶtal iteŵs. This giǀes suppoƌt 
to the fiŶdiŶgs iŶ Đhapteƌ ϱ; PƌopeƌtǇ Đƌiŵes aƌe thought of as IŶstƌuŵeŶtal. As stated aďoǀe ǁithiŶ 
the PeƌsoŶ sĐeŶaƌios, this also suppoƌts the pƌoposal that the saŵe patteƌŶs aŶd stƌuĐtuƌes ĐaŶ ďe 
deŵoŶstƌated iŶ hǇpothetiĐal aŶd aĐtual Đƌiŵe sĐeŶaƌios. 
ϳ.ϭϰ CorrelatioŶs ďetǁeeŶ eaĐh of the suďgroups ideŶtified iŶ the SSA struĐtures. 
The ““A͛s aďoǀe haǀe deŵoŶstƌated that theƌe is soŵe ǀaƌiatioŶ iŶ the tǇpes of offeŶĐes that people 
Đoŵŵit. Hoǁeǀeƌ, the stƌuĐtuƌes do Ŷot iŶdiĐate ǁhetheƌ diffeƌeŶt people Đoŵŵit diffeƌeŶt Đƌiŵe 
stǇles oƌ ǁhetheƌ soŵe aƌe just ŵoƌe ĐƌiŵiŶal thaŶ otheƌs. Theƌefoƌe it is ŶeĐessaƌǇ to ĐoŶsideƌ the 
ĐoƌƌelatioŶs ďetǁeeŶ sĐoƌes foƌ eaĐh of the suď-gƌoups ideŶtified.  
Taďle ϳ.ϭϮ CorrelatioŶs ďetǁeeŶ Dϰϱ suď-groups. 
 Total Dϰϱ Moƌe seƌious Less seƌious IŶstƌuŵeŶtal Eǆpƌessiǀe 
Total Dϰϱ ϭ .ϵϮϲ** .ϵϮϳ** .ϵϳϵ** .ϵϱϱ** 
Moƌe seƌious .ϵϮϲ** ϭ .ϳϭϱ** .ϵϰϴ** .ϴϮϰ** 
Less seƌious .ϵϮϳ** .ϳϭϱ** ϭ .ϴϲϲ** .ϵϰϱ** 
IŶstƌuŵeŶtal .ϵϳϵ** .ϵϰϴ** .ϴϲϲ** ϭ .ϴϳϱ** 
Eǆpƌessiǀe .ϵϱϱ** .ϴϮϰ** .ϵϰϱ** .ϴϳϱ** ϭ 
 
Taďle ϳ.ϭϮ shoǁs the PeaƌsoŶ͛s ĐoƌƌelatioŶs, it ƌeǀeals that the sĐoƌes iŶ eǀeƌǇ suď-gƌoup aƌe 
sigŶifiĐaŶtlǇ Đoƌƌelated ǁith eǀeƌǇ otheƌ suď-gƌoup. This iŶdiĐates that soŵe people aƌe just ŵoƌe 
ĐƌiŵiŶal thaŶ otheƌs. This is eǀideŶt iŶ the ĐoƌƌelatioŶs ǁith total Dϰϱ sĐoƌe. All of the suď-gƌoups 
haǀe a high ĐoƌƌelatioŶ ǁith the total Dϰϱ sĐoƌe, ŵeaŶiŶg that a higheƌ sĐoƌe iŶ aŶǇ Đƌiŵe stǇle is 
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likelǇ to iŶdiĐate a higheƌ leǀel of ĐƌiŵiŶalitǇ iŶ geŶeƌal. Those ǁho haǀe a higheƌ sĐoƌe iŶ the ŵoƌe 
seƌious ƌegioŶ haǀe the highest ĐoƌƌelatioŶ ǁith the IŶstƌuŵeŶtal ƌegioŶ ;.ϵϰϴͿ, aŶd the loǁest 
ĐoƌƌelatioŶ ǁith the Less seƌious ƌegioŶ ;.ϳϭϱͿ. Those ǁho sĐoƌe high iŶ the Less seƌious ƌegioŶ haǀe 
the highest ĐoƌƌelatioŶ ǁith the Eǆpƌessiǀe ƌegioŶ ;.ϵϰϱͿ. These patteƌŶs suggest that people ŵaǇ 
diffeƌeŶtiate offeŶdiŶg aŶd attitudes iŶto those ǁhiĐh aƌe oďjeĐtiǀe aŶd goal dƌiǀeŶ, oƌ those ǁhiĐh 
aƌe eŵotiǀe. “o although theƌe is soŵe ǀaƌiatioŶ iŶ the stƌeŶgth of the ĐoƌƌelatioŶs, it seeŵs that 
theƌe aƌe soŵe iŶdiǀiduals ǁho aƌe oƌe ĐƌiŵiŶal thaŶ otheƌs. Hoǁeǀeƌ, theƌe is a sŵall aŵouŶt of 
ǀaƌiatioŶ iŶ the stǇle of offeŶĐe these iŶdiǀiduals Đoŵŵit.   
ϳ.ϭϱ EǆploriŶg iŶdiǀidual differeŶĐes. 
A total of 105 males and 105 females completed the D45. 






































Table 7.13 Age and gender differences for D45 subgroups 
D45 subgroup Gender Age bracket Mean SD N 
More serious Male Under 30 39.2889 16.31450 90 
Over 30 35.9333 16.33343 15 
Total 38.8095 16.28124 105 
Female Under 30 29.2963 5.40242 81 
Over 30 26.6667 2.07818 24 
Total 28.6952 4.96357 105 
Total Under 30 34.5556 13.34612 171 
Over 30 30.2308 11.03454 39 
Total 33.7524 13.03311 210 
Less serious Male Under 30 39.5222 14.85301 90 
Over 30 40.6667 16.23342 15 
Total 39.6857 14.98096 105 
Female Under 30 31.0000 8.73928 81 
Over 30 25.6250 5.84445 24 
Total 29.7714 8.45265 105 
Total Under 30 35.4854 13.02502 171 
Over 30 31.4103 13.14237 39 
Total 34.7286 13.11187 210 
Instrumental Male Under 30 49.9111 17.59765 90 
Over 30 48.4000 19.64979 15 
Total 49.6952 17.81212 105 
Female Under 30 38.4815 7.28717 81 
Over 30 33.2500 2.99637 24 
Total 37.2857 6.90696 105 
Total Under 30 44.4971 14.82818 171 
Over 30 39.0769 14.26328 39 
Total 43.4905 14.84247 210 
Expressive Male Under 30 28.9000 11.96160 90 
Over 30 28.2000 11.93554 15 
Total 28.8000 11.90297 105 
Female Under 30 21.8148 6.05622 81 
Over 30 19.0417 5.09458 24 
Total 21.1810 5.94329 105 
Total Under 30 25.5439 10.23501 171 
Over 30 22.5641 9.41107 39 
Total 24.9905 10.13214 210 
 
7.15.1 Individual differences in More Serious scores 
A 2x2 design was employed to investigate scores on the D45 subgroup More serious, where gender, 
age were between subjects factors.  
The main effect of gender is significant F (1, 3) = 19.418, p< 0.001, with a large power of .992. 
The main effect of age is not significant F (1, 3) = 1.875, p = .172, with a small power of .276. 
The main effect of age x gender is not significant F (1, 3) = 0.028, p =0.868, with a small power of .053. 
The ANOVA and table 7.13 above reveals that males have significantly higher scores than females in 
the Dϰϱ suďgƌoup ͚Moƌe seƌious͛; the diffeƌeŶĐe ďetǁeeŶ these sĐoƌes is laƌge. The ƌesults also shoǁ 
that those under 30 have higher scores than those over 30, however, these differences are not 




7.15.2 Individual differences in Less Serious scores 
A 2x2 design was employed to investigate scores in the Less serious region, where gender and age 
were between subjects factors.  
The main effect of gender is significant F (1, 3) = 28.271, p < 0.0001, with a large power of 1.00. 
The main effect of age is not significant F (1, 3) = 0.926, p= .337, with a small power of .160. 
The main effect of age x gender is not significant F (1, 3) = 2.198, p = 140, with a small power of .314.  
The ANOVA results and table 7.13 above reveal that males have significantly higher scores than 
feŵales iŶ the Dϰϱ suďgƌoup ͚Less seƌious͛. Those ǁho aƌe uŶdeƌ ϯϬ haǀe higheƌ sĐoƌes thaŶ those 
over 30, however, these scores are not significant. There were no significant interaction effects 
between age and gender.  
7.15.3 Individual differences in Instrumental scores 
A 2x2 design was employed to investigate scores in the Instrumental region, where gender and age 
were between suďjeĐt͛s factors.  
The main effect of gender is significant F (1, 3) = 29.509, p < 0.0001, with a large power of 1.00. 
The main effect of age is not significant F (1, 3) = 1.899, p = .170, with a small power of .279. 
The main effect of age x gender is not significant F (1, 3) = 0.578, p = 448, with a small power of .118. 
The ANOVA and table 7.13 above show that males have significantly higher scores than females in 
the Dϰϱ suďgƌoup ͚IŶstƌuŵeŶtal͛, the diffeƌeŶĐe ďetǁeeŶ these sĐoƌes is laƌge. Those who are under 
30 have higher scores than those over 30, however, these differences are not significant. There were 
no interaction effects between age and gender.  
7.15.4 Individual differences in Expressive scores 
A 2x2 design was employed to investigate scores in the Expressive region, where gender and age 
were between subjects factors.  
The main effect of gender is significant F (1, 3) = 22.587, p < 0.0001, with a large power of .997. 
The main effect of age is not significant F (1, 3) = 1.033, p = .311, with a small power of .173. 
The main effect of age x gender is not significant F (1, 3) = 0.368, p = .545, with a small power of .093. 
The ANOVA and table 7.13 above show that males have significantly higher scores than females in 
the Dϰϱ suďgƌoup ͚Eǆpƌessiǀe͛, the diffeƌeŶĐe ďetǁeeŶ these sĐoƌes is laƌge. Those ǁho aƌe uŶdeƌ ϯϬ 
have higher scores than those over 30, however, these differences are not significant. There were no 
interaction effects between age and gender.  
ϳ.ϭϲ SuŵŵarǇ 
The paƌtiĐipaŶts used aƌe fƌoŵ the geŶeƌal puďliĐ aŶd Ŷot aŶ offeŶdiŶg saŵple, so it is ƌeasoŶaďle to 
assuŵe this is a loǁ offeŶdiŶg gƌoup. Hoǁeǀeƌ, it is eǀideŶt fƌoŵ the ““A that theƌe is a ƌeasoŶaďle 
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distƌiďutioŶ of ƌepoƌted offeŶdiŶg ďehaǀiouƌ. The ŵoƌe seƌious offeŶĐes suĐh as iŶteŶtioŶallǇ staƌtiŶg 
a fiƌe, atteŵptiŶg to fƌauduleŶtlǇ sigŶ a ĐheƋue, aŶd dialliŶg ϵϵϵ foƌ a joke, aƌe Đlusteƌed to the left 
aŶd aƌe the less fƌeƋueŶt aĐts ƌepoƌted ďǇ paƌtiĐipaŶts. 
The stƌuĐtuƌe of the ““A suggests that iteŵs aƌe diffeƌeŶtiated ďǇ the leǀel of seƌiousŶess aŶd 
psǇĐhologiĐal iŶteŶsitǇ. This suppoƌts the stƌuĐtuƌal hǇpothesis that suggests iteŵs aƌe 
ĐoŶĐeptualised oŶ the ďasis of ďeiŶg ŵoƌe oƌ less seƌious. The fiŶdiŶgs ƌeǀeal that iteŵs oŶ the Dϰϱ 
ĐaŶŶot ďe diffeƌeŶtiated ďǇ the tǇpe of gaiŶ as pƌoposed ďǇ YouŶgs ;ϮϬϬϭͿ. Mateƌial, “eŶsoƌǇ aŶd 
Poǁeƌ gaiŶ Đƌiŵes aƌe dispeƌsed ƌaŶdoŵlǇ thƌoughout the plot, theƌefoƌe this hǇpothesis is Ŷot 
suppoƌted. The ƌesults shoǁ that iteŵs iŶ the iŶŶeƌ ƌegioŶ aƌe ŵostlǇ Eǆpƌessiǀe, aŶd iteŵs iŶ the 
outeƌ ƌegioŶ aƌe ŵostlǇ IŶstƌuŵeŶtal. 
The ““A also shoǁs that iteŵs iŶ the left half of the ““A ƌepƌeseŶt ďehaǀiouƌs ǁhiĐh Đould ďe 
ĐoŶsideƌed high iŶ psǇĐhologiĐal iŶteŶsitǇ. This aƌea ĐoŶtaiŶs iteŵs ǁhiĐh desĐƌiďe ǀioleŶt aĐts aŶd 
diƌeĐt iŶteƌaĐtioŶs ǁith ǀiĐtiŵs. Iteŵs that aƌe tǇpiĐal of this psǇĐhologiĐal iŶteŶsitǇ aƌe heƌe, e.g. 
͚Stƌuggled to get aǁaǇ fƌoŵ the poliĐe͛, ͚had seǆ iŶ puďliĐ͛ aŶd ͚ďeeŶ iŶǀolǀed iŶ gaŶg fights͛. IŶ 
YouŶgs͛ studǇ, iteŵs Đould ďe diffeƌeŶtiated as ďeiŶg IŶstƌuŵeŶtal oƌ Eǆpƌessiǀe; the gƌoupiŶgs of the 
ĐuƌƌeŶt iteŵs Đould ďe ĐoŶsideƌed to ďe siŵilaƌ to this.  
FiŶallǇ, ŵales sĐoƌe oŶ the Dϰϱ sĐale is sigŶifiĐaŶtlǇ higheƌ thaŶ feŵales, aŶd those uŶdeƌ ϯϬ sĐoƌe 
sigŶifiĐaŶtlǇ higheƌ thaŶ those oǀeƌ ϯϬ. This ƌefleĐts geŶeƌal liteƌatuƌe ǁhiĐh ideŶtifies that ŵales aŶd 

















Chapter ϴ. EǆploriŶg the iŶteraĐtioŶs ďetǁeeŶ attitude, persoŶalitǇ, aŶd offeŶdiŶg. 
The pƌeǀious Đhapteƌs haǀe outliŶed the stƌuĐtuƌe of seǀeƌal ƋuestioŶŶaiƌes. Chapteƌ ϱ eǆploƌed 
attitude toǁaƌds hǇpothetiĐal offeŶdiŶg stǇles usiŶg the Attitude to OffeŶdiŶg “tǇle “Đale ;AO““Ϳ. The 
fiŶdiŶgs iŶdiĐate that iŶdiǀiduals shoǁ pƌefeƌeŶĐes foƌ speĐifiĐ taƌgets of the offeŶdiŶg ďehaǀiouƌ 
;PeƌsoŶ oƌ PƌopeƌtǇͿ, the stǇle of iŶteƌaĐtioŶ ;ǀeƌďal oƌ phǇsiĐalͿ, the stǇle of justifiĐatioŶ 
;IŶstƌuŵeŶtal oƌ EǆpƌessiǀeͿ, aŶd leǀel of gaiŶ ǁhiĐh is pƌoduĐed ;high oƌ loǁͿ. Chapteƌ ϲ eǆploƌed 
iŶteƌpeƌsoŶal peƌsoŶalitǇ, aŶd ĐoŶĐluded that the FI‘O-B sĐale diffeƌeŶtiates fouƌ stǇles of 
iŶteƌpeƌsoŶal peƌsoŶalitǇ ;Eǆpƌessed IŶĐlusioŶ, Eǆpƌessed CoŶtƌol, ‘eĐeiǀed IŶĐlusioŶ aŶd ‘eĐeiǀed 
CoŶtƌolͿ. FiŶallǇ, Đhapteƌ ϳ eǆploƌed pƌeǀious self-ƌepoƌted offeŶdiŶg ďehaǀiouƌ usiŶg the Dϰϱ sĐale. 
The fiŶdiŶgs shoǁ that offeŶdiŶg ĐaŶ ďe ĐoŶĐeptualised iŶto fouƌ stǇles ;Moƌe seƌious, Less seƌious, 
IŶstƌuŵeŶtal aŶd EǆpƌessiǀeͿ. Iteŵs ƌelatiŶg to PeƌsoŶ aŶd PƌopeƌtǇ Đƌiŵes ǁeƌe also diffeƌeŶtiated, 
hoǁeǀeƌ, this distiŶĐtioŶ ǁas less Đleaƌ. 
The pƌeseŶt Đhapteƌ aiŵs to eǆploƌe seǀeƌal ƌelatioŶships ďetǁeeŶ the thƌee sĐales pƌeseŶted iŶ this 
thesis. The fiƌst seĐtioŶ ǁill eǆploƌe the ƌelatioŶship ďetǁeeŶ attitude stǇle pƌefeƌeŶĐes, aŶd 
iŶteƌpeƌsoŶal peƌsoŶalitǇ stǇles. The seĐoŶd seĐtioŶ ǁill eǆploƌe the ƌelatioŶship ďetǁeeŶ stǇles of 
pƌeǀious self-ƌepoƌted offeŶdiŶg, aŶd iŶteƌpeƌsoŶal peƌsoŶalitǇ stǇles. The thiƌd seĐtioŶ ǁill eǆploƌe 
the ƌelatioŶship ďetǁeeŶ attitude stǇle pƌefeƌeŶĐes, aŶd stǇles of pƌeǀious self-ƌepoƌted offeŶdiŶg. 
BǇ eǆaŵiŶiŶg the sĐoƌes foƌ eaĐh of these sĐales, it ǁill ďe possiďle to eǆploƌe hoǁ pƌe-deteƌŵiŶed 
pƌefeƌeŶĐes foƌ Đƌiŵe stǇles Đoƌƌelate ǁith self-ƌepoƌted offeŶdiŶg. The fiŶal seĐtioŶ eǆploƌes the 
ǁaǇs iŶ ǁhiĐh the ƌelatioŶship ďetǁeeŶ attitude stǇle pƌefeƌeŶĐe aŶd leǀel of self-ƌepoƌted pƌeǀious 
offeŶdiŶg, is ŵodeƌated ďǇ iŶteƌpeƌsoŶal peƌsoŶalitǇ stǇle. 
Theƌe aƌe a Ŷuŵďeƌ of hǇpotheses thƌoughout the pƌeseŶt Đhapteƌ. As ŵeŶtioŶed aďoǀe, the Đhapteƌ 
is diǀided iŶto a Ŷuŵďeƌ of seĐtioŶs iŶ oƌdeƌ to eǆploƌe the ƌelatioŶship ďetǁeeŶ the sĐales. It is 
fiƌstlǇ hǇpothesised that stǇles of attitude to hǇpothetiĐal offeŶdiŶg ǁill ďe ƌelated to iŶteƌpeƌsoŶal 
peƌsoŶalitǇ stǇles. It is also hǇpothesised that stǇles of ƌepoƌted offeŶdiŶg ǁill ďe ƌelated to 
iŶteƌpeƌsoŶal peƌsoŶalitǇ stǇles. It is pƌoposed that stǇles of pƌefeƌeŶtial attitudes ǁill ďe Đoƌƌelated 
to siŵilaƌ stǇles of ƌepoƌted offeŶdiŶg. It is also eǆpeĐted that stǇles of attitude aŶd iŶteƌpeƌsoŶal 
peƌsoŶalitǇ ĐaŶ aĐĐuƌatelǇ pƌediĐt oǀeƌall leǀel of offeŶdiŶg. FiŶallǇ, it is hǇpothesised that 
peƌsoŶalitǇ ǁill ŵodeƌate the ƌelatioŶship ďetǁeeŶ attitude aŶd offeŶdiŶg.  
ϴ.ϭ ‘esults seĐtioŶ oŶe: EǆploriŶg relatioŶship ďetǁeeŶ persoŶalitǇ aŶd attitude stǇle prefereŶĐes. 
This seĐtioŶ looks at the ŵeaŶ sĐoƌes foƌ those ǁho sĐoƌe high oƌ loǁ iŶ eaĐh of the iŶteƌpeƌsoŶal 
peƌsoŶalitǇ stǇles aŶd hoǁ theǇ diffeƌ foƌ eaĐh ƌegioŶ of Attitude to OffeŶdiŶg “tǇle “Đale ;AO““Ϳ. The 
paƌtiĐipaŶts ǁeƌe diǀided iŶto those ǁho sĐoƌed high oƌ loǁ foƌ eaĐh eleŵeŶt of the FI‘O-B. Those 
ǁho sĐoƌed at oƌ aďoǀe the oǀeƌall ŵeaŶ ǁeƌe Đoded as high sĐoƌeƌs. Those ǁho sĐoƌed ďeloǁ the 







Taďle ϴ.ϭ AOSS regioŶ sĐores for those high or loǁ iŶ Eǆpressed IŶĐlusioŶ 
AOSS region High or low in Expressed Inclusion N Mean SD 
High gain objective reasons Low 103 11.60 7.501 
High 117 13.35 8.922 
High gain emotive reasons Low 103 17.39 11.441 
High 117 20.52 13.049 
Low gain all reasons Low 104 12.29 8.302 
High 118 13.36 9.000 
 
Theƌe ǁeƌe Ŷo sigŶifiĐaŶt diffeƌeŶĐe iŶ the AO““ ͚High gaiŶ oďjeĐtiǀe ƌeasoŶs͛ sĐoƌes ďetǁeeŶ those 
who are high or low in Expressed Inclusion (t = -1.579, df= 217.554,p = .116, one tailed, equal 
variances not assumed).  
There were significant difference iŶ the sĐoƌes iŶ the AO““ ͚High gaiŶ eŵotiǀe ƌeasoŶs͛ sĐoƌe 
between those who are high or low in Expressed Inclusion (t= -1.882, df= 218, p < .05, one tailed, 
equal variances assumed). Those who are high in Expressed Inclusion have a mean score of 11.6 (7.5) 
whereas those who score low have a mean of 13.4 (8.9). 
 
Theƌe ǁeƌe Ŷo sigŶifiĐaŶt diffeƌeŶĐe iŶ the sĐoƌes iŶ the AO““ ͚Loǁ gaiŶ all ƌeasoŶs͛ sĐoƌe ďetǁeeŶ 
those who are high or low in Expressed Inclusion (t = -0.922, df= 220,p = .538, one tailed, equal 
variances assumed).  
The T tests iŶdiĐate that those ǁho sĐoƌe high iŶ Eǆpƌessed IŶĐlusioŶ haǀe sigŶifiĐaŶtlǇ higheƌ sĐoƌes 
foƌ the AO““ ƌegioŶ ͚High gaiŶ eŵotiǀe ƌeasoŶ͛ Đoŵpaƌed ǁith those ǁho sĐoƌed loǁ. Hoǁeǀeƌ, 
theƌe ǁeƌe Ŷo sigŶifiĐaŶt diffeƌeŶĐes ďetǁeeŶ the high aŶd loǁ sĐoƌiŶg gƌoups foƌ the ͚High gaiŶ 
oďjeĐtiǀe ƌeasoŶ͛ aŶd ͚loǁ gaiŶ all ƌeasoŶ͛ AO““ ƌegioŶs. This ŵeaŶs that those ǁho haǀe higheƌ 
sĐoƌes foƌ iteŵs ǁhiĐh iŶdiĐate ͚I iŶĐlude people ,͛ aƌe likelǇ to sĐoƌe higheƌ foƌ hǇpothetiĐal Đƌiŵe 
sĐeŶaƌios ǁhiĐh aƌe high gaiŶ aŶd aƌe ĐoŵďiŶed ǁith iŶteƌŶal ;eŵotiǀeͿ ďeŶefit justifiĐatioŶs. This 
stǇle of justifiĐatioŶ ǁould iŶĐlude stateŵeŶts suĐh as ͚…life oƌ death situatioŶ͛. Those ǁho agƌeed 
ǁith stateŵeŶts ǁhiĐh iŶdiĐate ͚I do Ŷot iŶĐlude otheƌs͛ aƌe likelǇ to shoǁ a loǁeƌ leǀel of pƌefeƌeŶĐe 
toǁaƌds the hǇpothetiĐal Đƌiŵe sĐeŶaƌios. 
Taďle ϴ.Ϯ AOSS regioŶ sĐores for those high or loǁ iŶ Eǆpressed CoŶtrol 
AOSS region High or low in Expressed Control N Mean SD 
High gain objective reasons Low 104 10.74 6.567 
High 124 13.56 9.031 
High gain emotive reasons Low 104 16.99 11.633 
High 124 20.15 12.652 
Low gain all reasons Low 105 11.06 7.360 
High 123 14.24 9.357 
 
 
Theƌe ǁas sigŶifiĐaŶt diffeƌeŶĐe iŶ the AO““ ͚High gaiŶ oďjeĐtiǀe ƌeasoŶs͛ sĐoƌe ďetǁeeŶ those ǁho 
are high or low in Expressed Control (t = -2.727, df= 221.732,p < .01, one tailed, equal variances not 
assumed).  Those who are high in Expressed Control have a mean of 13.6 (9.0) whereas those who 




Theƌe ǁas sigŶifiĐaŶt diffeƌeŶĐe iŶ the AO““ ͚High gaiŶ eŵotiǀe ƌeasoŶs͛ sĐoƌe ďetǁeeŶ those ǁho 
are high or low in Expressed Control (t = -1.963, df= 224.070,p < .05, one tailed, equal variances not 
assumed).  Those who are high in Expressed Control have a mean of 20.2 (12.7) whereas those who 
score low have a mean of 17.0 (11.6). 
Theƌe ǁas sigŶifiĐaŶt diffeƌeŶĐe iŶ the AO““ ͚Loǁ gaiŶ all ƌeasoŶs͛ sĐoƌe ďetǁeeŶ those ǁho aƌe high 
or low in Expressed Control (t = -2.876, df= 224.558,p < .005, one tailed, equal variances not 
assumed).  Those who are high in Expressed Control have a mean of 14.24 (9.4) whereas those who 
score low have a mean of 11.1 (7.4). 
 
The T tests aďoǀe deŵoŶstƌate the sigŶifiĐaŶt diffeƌeŶĐes ďetǁeeŶ those ǁho sĐoƌe high oƌ loǁ iŶ 
Eǆpƌessed CoŶtƌol. IŶdiǀiduals ǁho agƌee ǁith stateŵeŶts ǁhiĐh iŶdiĐate ͚I ĐoŶtƌol people͛ sĐoƌe 
sigŶifiĐaŶtlǇ higheƌ iŶ eǀeƌǇ AO““ ƌegioŶ thaŶ those ǁho agƌee ǁith stateŵeŶts ǁhiĐh iŶdiĐate ͚I do 
Ŷot ĐoŶtƌol people .͛ 
Taďle ϴ.ϯ AOSS regioŶ sĐores for those high or loǁ iŶ Eǆpressed IŶĐlusioŶ 
AOSS region High or low in Received Inclusion N Mean SD 
High gain objective reasons Low 107 12.68 8.550 
High 120 11.78 7.516 
High gain emotive reasons Low 107 18.79 12.457 
High 120 18.54 12.180 
Low gain all reasons Low 106 13.09 8.809 
High 121 12.41 8.461 
 
Theƌe ǁeƌe Ŷo sigŶifiĐaŶt diffeƌeŶĐe iŶ the AO““ ͚High gaiŶ oďjeĐtiǀe ƌeasoŶs͛ sĐoƌe ďetǁeeŶ those 
who are high or low in Received Inclusion (t = 0.843, df= 225,p = .400, one tailed, equal variances 
assumed).   
 
Theƌe ǁeƌe Ŷo sigŶifiĐaŶt diffeƌeŶĐe iŶ the AO““ ͚High gaiŶ eŵotiǀe ƌeasoŶs͛ sĐoƌe ďetǁeeŶ those 
who are high or low in Received Inclusion (t = 0.154, df= 225,p = .877, one tailed, equal variances 
assumed).   
There were no significant difference in the AOS“ ͚Loǁ gaiŶ all ƌeasoŶs͛ sĐoƌe ďetǁeeŶ those ǁho aƌe 
high or low in Received Inclusion (t = 0.594, df= 225,p = .553, one tailed, equal variances assumed).   
The T tests aďoǀe iŶdiĐate that theƌe aƌe Ŷo sigŶifiĐaŶt diffeƌeŶĐes ďetǁeeŶ those ǁho sĐoƌe high oƌ 
loǁ iŶ ‘eĐeiǀed IŶĐlusioŶ foƌ aŶǇ of the AO““ ƌegioŶs. Although those ǁho sĐoƌe loǁ iŶ ‘eĐeiǀed 
IŶĐlusioŶ do haǀe higheƌ sĐoƌes iŶ eaĐh AO““ ƌegioŶ, these aƌe Ŷot sigŶifiĐaŶtlǇ diffeƌeŶt. This is the 
iŶǀeƌse of the patteƌŶ foƌ the otheƌ FI‘O gƌoups. Those ǁho sĐoƌe high iŶ the otheƌ FI‘O eleŵeŶts 
shoǁ higheƌ sĐoƌes foƌ eaĐh AO““ ƌegioŶ. Wheƌeas those ǁho sĐoƌe loǁ iŶ ‘eĐeiǀed IŶĐlusioŶ teŶd 
to haǀe higheƌ AO““ sĐoƌes. This ŵeaŶs that those ǁho ƌepoƌt that otheƌs do Ŷot iŶĐlude theŵ, sĐoƌe 







Table 8.4 AOSS regioŶ sĐores for those high or loǁ iŶ ‘eĐeiǀed CoŶtrol 
 
AOSS region High or low in Received Control N Mean SD 
High gain objective reasons Low 108 10.57 6.660 
High 120 13.74 8.635 
High gain emotive reasons Low 108 16.82 11.324 
High 120 20.13 12.502 
Low gain all reasons Low 108 11.04 7.988 
High 120 14.26 8.685 
 
Theƌe ǁas sigŶifiĐaŶt diffeƌeŶĐe iŶ the AO““ ͚High gaiŶ oďjeĐtiǀe ƌeasoŶs͛ sĐoƌe ďetǁeeŶ those ǁho 
are high or low in Received Control (t = -3.118, df= 220.949,p < .005, one tailed, equal variances not 
assumed).  Those who are high in Received Control have a mean of 13.7 (8.6) whereas those who 
score low have a mean of 10.6 (6.7). 
Theƌe ǁas sigŶifiĐaŶt diffeƌeŶĐe iŶ the AO““ ͚High gaiŶ eŵotiǀe ƌeasoŶs͛ sĐoƌe ďetǁeeŶ those ǁho 
are high or low in Received Control (t = -2.086, df= 226,p < .05, one tailed, equal variances assumed).  
Those who are high in Received Control have a mean of 20.1 (12.5) whereas those who score low 
have a mean of 16.8 (11.3). 
Theƌe ǁas sigŶifiĐaŶt diffeƌeŶĐe iŶ the AO““ ͚Loǁ gaiŶ all ƌeasoŶs͛ sĐoƌe ďetǁeeŶ those ǁho aƌe high 
or low in Received Control (t = -2.904, df= 226,p < .005, one tailed, equal variances assumed).  Those 
who are high in Received Control have a mean of 14.2 (8.7) whereas those who score low have a 
mean of 11.0 (8.0). 
The T tests aďoǀe iŶdiĐate that theƌe aƌe sigŶifiĐaŶt diffeƌeŶĐes ďetǁeeŶ those ǁho sĐoƌe high oƌ loǁ 
iŶ ‘eĐeiǀed CoŶtƌol foƌ eaĐh ƌegioŶ of the AO““. Those ǁho sĐoƌe high iŶ ‘eĐeiǀed CoŶtƌol haǀe 
sigŶifiĐaŶtlǇ higheƌ sĐoƌes foƌ the High gaiŶ oďjeĐtiǀe, High gaiŶ eŵotiǀe, aŶd Loǁ gaiŶ AO““ ƌegioŶs. 
IŶ otheƌ ǁoƌds, those ǁho sĐoƌe higheƌ foƌ iteŵs ǁhiĐh iŶdiĐate ͚otheƌs ĐoŶtƌol ŵe ,͛ sĐoƌe higheƌ iŶ 
eaĐh hǇpothetiĐal Đƌiŵe sĐeŶaƌio ƌegioŶ.  
The T tests aďoǀe highlight soŵe sigŶifiĐaŶt diffeƌeŶĐes iŶ AO““ ƌegioŶs foƌ those ǁho sĐoƌe high oƌ 
loǁ iŶ eaĐh FI‘O-B eleŵeŶt. Hoǁeǀeƌ, the staŶdaƌd deǀiatioŶs iŶdiĐated aloŶgside the ŵeaŶ AO““ 
sĐoƌes aƌe Ƌuite laƌge. This suggests that theƌe is a lot of ǀaƌiatioŶ iŶ ƌespoŶse to the iteŵs ǁithiŶ 
eaĐh AO““ gƌoup. Theƌefoƌe, a pƌoĐeduƌe ǁas adopted fƌoŵ YouŶgs ;ϮϬϬϰͿ, ǁhiĐh eǆaŵiŶed the 
ŵeaŶ sĐoƌe foƌ eaĐh FI‘O-B eleŵeŶt as eǆteƌŶal ǀaƌiaďles oŶ aŶ ““A. 
The ŵeaŶ sĐoƌe foƌ Eǆpƌessed IŶĐlusioŶ, Eǆpƌessed CoŶtƌol, ‘eĐeiǀed IŶĐlusioŶ aŶd ‘eĐeiǀed CoŶtƌol 
is ĐalĐulated foƌ eaĐh iŶdiǀidual adŵittiŶg that theǇ ǁould ĐaƌƌǇ out the iŶdiǀidual iteŵ oŶ the AO““. 
This is theŶ diǀided iŶto the Ŷuŵďeƌ of iŶdiǀidual iteŵs ǁhiĐh ŵake up that FI‘O-B eleŵeŶt to 
ƌefleĐt aŶ aǀeƌage iteŵ sĐoƌe. The sĐoƌes foƌ eaĐh FI‘O-B eleŵeŶt aƌe theŶ eǆaŵiŶed iŶdiǀiduallǇ foƌ 






Figure ϴ.ϭ SSA plot shoǁiŶg ŵeaŶ Eǆpressed IŶĐlusioŶ sĐores for those ǁho agreed to eaĐh iteŵ oŶ 
the AOSS 
 


























































Take purse/ life 
or death
Mean scores from 
Expressed Inclusion of 




























The ŵeaŶ Eǆpƌessed IŶĐlusioŶ sĐoƌes foƌ those ǁho gaǀe a positiǀe ƌespoŶse to eaĐh iteŵ oŶ the 
AO““ ƌaŶges fƌoŵ ϰ.ϰϴ to ϰ.ϳϭ, the ŵeaŶ foƌ the oǀeƌall populatioŶ is ϰ.ϱϱ. Those ǁho agƌee to ĐaƌƌǇ 
out iteŵ ϴ ͚foƌĐe shop assistaŶt to opeŶ till/iŶtoǆiĐated……͛ haǀe the highest ŵeaŶ Eǆpƌessed 
IŶĐlusioŶ sĐoƌe ;ϰ.ϳϭͿ, this is ŵuĐh higheƌ thaŶ the oǀeƌall ŵeaŶ. Otheƌ high sĐoƌiŶg iteŵs iŶĐlude: 
 ϯ ͚foƌĐe seĐuƌitǇ guaƌd to haŶd oǀeƌ ŵoŶeǇ/iŶtoǆiĐated…͛ ;ϰ.ϲϯͿ 
ϭϭ ͚foƌĐe opeŶ ǁiŶdoǁ/life oƌ death….͛ ;ϰ.ϲϭͿ 
ϭϮ ͚foƌĐe opeŶ ǁiŶdoǁ/aŶǇ ĐiƌĐuŵstaŶĐes….͛ ;ϰ.ϲϭͿ 
ϭϯ ͚FoƌĐe opeŶ ǁiŶdoǁ/iŶtoǆiĐated…..͛  ;ϰ.ϲϮͿ 
ϭϱ ͚FoƌĐe opeŶ ǁiŶdoǁ/eǆpeŶsiǀe opeƌatioŶ…..͛ ;ϰ.ϲϬͿ.  
This suggests that those ǁho iŶĐlude otheƌ people aƌe likelǇ to shoǁ a pƌefeƌeŶĐe foƌ these iteŵs 
ǁhiĐh iŶdiĐate the Đƌiŵe pƌoduĐes a high gaiŶ oƌ is high gaiŶ. 
Iteŵs ϰ ͚foƌĐe seĐuƌitǇ guaƌd to haŶd oǀeƌ ŵoŶeǇ/daƌk at Ŷight…͛ aŶd ϵ ͚foƌĐe shop assistaŶt to opeŶ 
till/daƌk at Ŷight…͛ haǀe the loǁest ŵeaŶ Eǆpƌessed IŶĐlusioŶ sĐoƌes of ϰ.ϰϴ aŶd ϰ.ϰϳ, this is loǁeƌ 
thaŶ the oǀeƌall ŵeaŶ of ϰ.ϱϱ. This suggests that iŶdiǀiduals ǁho agƌee to ĐaƌƌǇ out diƌeĐt ĐoŶtaĐt 
;peƌsoŶͿ sĐeŶaƌios ǁheŶ theƌe is a ƌeduĐed ƌisk of deteĐtioŶ, aƌe likelǇ to ďe loǁeƌ iŶ Eǆpƌessed 
IŶĐlusioŶ. Otheƌ loǁ ŵeaŶ Eǆpƌessed IŶĐlusioŶ sĐoƌes aƌe fouŶd foƌ those ǁho agƌeed to ĐaƌƌǇ out 
the folloǁiŶg iteŵs:  
ϭϰ ͚foƌĐe opeŶ ǁiŶdoǁ/daƌk at Ŷight…͛ ;ϰ.ϱϭͿ 
ϭϳ ͚take puƌse/aŶǇ ĐiƌĐuŵstaŶĐes…͛ ;ϰ.ϱϬͿ  
ϭϵ ͚take puƌse/daƌk at Ŷight…͛ ;ϰ.ϱϬͿ 
This suggests that those ǁho do Ŷot iŶĐlude otheƌ people aƌe likelǇ to shoǁ a pƌefeƌeŶĐe foƌ 
sĐeŶaƌios ǁhiĐh iŶteƌaĐt ǁith a peƌsoŶ, aŶd iŶdiĐate a ƌeduĐed ƌisk of deteĐtioŶ. 
IŶdiǀiduals ǁho shoǁ a positiǀe ƌespoŶse to aŶǇ stǇle of hǇpothetiĐal sĐeŶaƌio ǁheŶ ĐoŵďiŶed ǁith 
a justifiĐatioŶ ǁhiĐh iŶdiĐates theǇ ŵaǇ Ŷot get Đaught ;daƌk at ŶightͿ, aƌe likelǇ to haǀe slightlǇ loǁeƌ 










Figure ϴ.Ϯ SSA plot shoǁiŶg ŵeaŶ Eǆpressed CoŶtrol sĐores for those ǁho agreed to eaĐh iteŵ oŶ 
the AOSS 
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The ŵeaŶ Eǆpƌessed CoŶtƌol sĐoƌes foƌ those ǁho gaǀe a positiǀe ƌespoŶse to iteŵs oŶ the AO““ 
ƌaŶges fƌoŵ ϯ.ϬϮ to ϯ.ϰϳ, the ŵeaŶ foƌ the oǀeƌall populatioŶ is Ϯ.ϵϲ. This iŶdiĐates that those ǁho 
agƌeed to ĐaƌƌǇ out all of the hǇpothetiĐal sĐeŶaƌios, sĐoƌed higheƌ iŶ Eǆpƌessed CoŶtƌol thaŶ those 
ǁho did Ŷot agƌee. Those ǁho agƌeed to iteŵs iŶ ͚High gaiŶ oďjeĐtiǀe ƌeasoŶ͛ ƌegioŶ haǀe the highest 
leǀels of Eǆpƌessed CoŶtƌol. This suggests that those ǁho agƌee to ĐaƌƌǇ out aĐts ǁhiĐh pƌoduĐe a 
high gaiŶ sĐeŶaƌios aƌe likelǇ to ďe doŵiŶaŶt oǀeƌ otheƌ people. Iteŵ ϴ ͚foƌĐe shop assistaŶt to opeŶ 
till/iŶtoǆiĐated…͛ has a paƌtiĐulaƌlǇ high ŵeaŶ Eǆpƌessed CoŶtƌol sĐoƌe of ϯ.ϰϳ. Those ǁho agƌee to 
ĐaƌƌǇ out iteŵs iŶ the ͚High gaiŶ eŵotiǀe ƌeasoŶ͛ aŶd ͚Loǁ gaiŶ all ƌeasoŶ͛ ƌegioŶs haǀe slightlǇ loǁeƌ 
























Figure ϴ.ϯ SSA plot shoǁiŶg ŵeaŶ ‘eĐeiǀed IŶĐlusioŶ sĐores for those ǁho gaǀe a positiǀe 
respoŶse to eaĐh iteŵ oŶ the AOSS 
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The ŵeaŶ ‘eĐeiǀed IŶĐlusioŶ sĐoƌes foƌ those ǁho gaǀe a positiǀe ƌespoŶse to eaĐh iteŵ oŶ the 
AO““ ƌaŶges fƌoŵ ϰ.ϭϯ to ϰ.ϯϱ, the ŵeaŶ foƌ the oǀeƌall populatioŶ is ϰ.ϯϲ. This iŶdiĐates that those 
ǁho agƌeed to ĐaƌƌǇ out the sĐeŶaƌios haǀe loǁeƌ ‘eĐeiǀed IŶĐlusioŶ sĐoƌes thaŶ those ǁho did Ŷot 
agƌee. Iteŵs ϵ ͚foƌĐe shop assistaŶt to opeŶ till/daƌk at Ŷight…͛ aŶd ϭϰ ͚foƌĐe ǁiŶdoǁ opeŶ/daƌk at 
Ŷight…͛ ďoth haǀe ǀeƌǇ loǁ ‘eĐeiǀed IŶĐlusioŶ sĐoƌes of ϰ.ϭϯ aŶd ϰ.ϭϰ. IŶ otheƌ ǁoƌds, those ǁho 
agƌeed to ŵost of the iteŵs oŶ the AO““ sĐale aƌe likelǇ to feel that otheƌ people do Ŷot iŶĐlude 


























Figure ϴ.ϰ SSA plot shoǁiŶg ŵeaŶ ‘eĐeiǀed CoŶtrol sĐores for those ǁho gaǀe a positiǀe respoŶse 
to iteŵs oŶ the AOSS 
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The ŵeaŶ ‘eĐeiǀed CoŶtƌol sĐoƌes foƌ those ǁho agƌeed to iteŵs oŶ the AO““ ƌaŶges fƌoŵ ϯ.ϮϮ to 
ϯ.ϰϴ, the ŵeaŶ foƌ the oǀeƌall populatioŶ is ϯ.ϭϱ. This iŶdiĐates that those ǁho gaǀe a positiǀe 
ƌespoŶse to the sĐeŶaƌios sĐoƌed higheƌ thaŶ aǀeƌage iŶ ‘eĐeiǀed CoŶtƌol. Those ǁho agƌee to iteŵs 
iŶ the ͚High gaiŶ oďjeĐtiǀe ƌeasoŶ͛ ƌegioŶ haǀe higheƌ ŵeaŶ ‘eĐeiǀed CoŶtƌol sĐoƌes.  The sĐoƌes iŶ 
this ƌegioŶ ƌaŶge fƌoŵ ϯ.ϯϲ foƌ iteŵs ϰ ͚foƌĐe seĐuƌitǇ guaƌd to haŶd oǀeƌ ŵoŶeǇ/daƌk at Ŷight… ,͛ aŶd 
ϭϮ ͚foƌĐe ǁiŶdoǁ opeŶ/aŶǇ ĐiƌĐuŵstaŶĐes… ,͛ to ϯ.ϰϯ foƌ iteŵ ϴ ͚foƌĐe shop assistaŶt to opeŶ 
till/iŶtoǆiĐated… ,͛ aŶd ϯ.ϰϴ foƌ iteŵ ϵ ͚foƌĐe shop assistaŶt to opeŶ till/daƌk at Ŷight͛. Iteŵ ϴ aŶd ϵ 
haǀe paƌtiĐulaƌlǇ high ‘eĐeiǀed CoŶtƌol sĐoƌes. This iŶfeƌs that those ǁho agƌee to foƌĐe a shop 
assistaŶt to haŶd oǀeƌ the ŵoŶeǇ ǁheŶ theƌe is a ƌeduĐed ƌisk of deteĐtioŶ, aƌe likelǇ to feel that 
otheƌs ĐoŶtƌol theŵ. 
ϴ.Ϯ ‘esults seĐtioŶ tǁo. EǆploriŶg relatioŶship ďetǁeeŶ persoŶalitǇ aŶd self-reported offeŶdiŶg 
ďehaǀiour 
This seĐtioŶ looks at the ŵeaŶ sĐoƌes foƌ those ǁho sĐoƌe high oƌ loǁ iŶ eaĐh of the iŶteƌpeƌsoŶal 
peƌsoŶalitǇ stǇles, aŶd hoǁ theǇ diffeƌ foƌ eaĐh ƌegioŶ of self-ƌepoƌted offeŶdiŶg sĐale ;DϰϱͿ. Foƌ 
eaĐh of the FI‘O-B suďgƌoups, those ǁho sĐoƌed at oƌ aďoǀe the oǀeƌall ŵeaŶ foƌ the ĐuƌƌeŶt saŵple 
aƌe Đoded as sĐoƌiŶg high, aŶd those ǁho sĐoƌe ďeloǁ the oǀeƌall ŵeaŶ foƌ the ĐuƌƌeŶt saŵple ǁeƌe 
Đoded as sĐoƌiŶg loǁ.  
Table 8.9 D45 region scores for those high or low in Expressed Inclusion 
D45 group High or low in Expressed Inclusion N Mean SD 
More serious Low 87 31.28 9.36 
High 112 36.35 15.33 
Less serious Low 91 33.41 12.38 
High 112 36.70 13.44 
Instrumental Low 88 41.03 12.15 
High 112 46.44 16.53 
Expressive Low 90 23.74 8.80 
High 112 26.61 11.02 
Total D45 score Low 87 64.92 20.35 
High 112 73.06 26.75 
 
Theƌe ǁas a sigŶifiĐaŶt diffeƌeŶĐe iŶ the Dϰϱ suďgƌoup ͚Moƌe seƌious͛ sĐoƌes ďetǁeeŶ those ǁho aƌe 
high or low in Expressed Inclusion (t = -2.876, df= 187.425, p < .005, one tailed, equal variances not 
assuŵedͿ. Those ǁho aƌe high iŶ Eǆpƌessed IŶĐlusioŶ haǀe a higheƌ sĐoƌe iŶ the ͚Moƌe seƌious͛ 
ƌegioŶ ;ϯϲ.ϰ ;ϭϱ.ϯͿͿ. Wheƌeas those ǁho aƌe loǁ iŶ Eǆpƌessed IŶĐlusioŶ haǀe a ŵeaŶ ͚Moƌe seƌious͛ 
score of 31.3 (9.4).  
Theƌe ǁeƌe Ŷo sigŶifiĐaŶt diffeƌeŶĐes iŶ the Dϰϱ suďgƌoup ͚Less seƌious͛ ďetǁeeŶ those ǁho aƌe high 
or low in Expressed Inclusion (t = -1.794, df = 201, p = 0.074, one tailed, equal variances assumed).  
Theƌe ǁas a sigŶifiĐaŶt diffeƌeŶĐe iŶ the Dϰϱ suďgƌoup ͚IŶstƌuŵeŶtal͛ sĐoƌes ďetǁeeŶ those ǁho aƌe 
high or low in Expressed Inclusion (t=-2.666,df= 197.181,p < 0.01, one tailed, equal variances not 
assumed). Those who are high in Expressed Inclusion have a mean score of 36.7 (13.4) whereas 
those who are low have a mean score of 33.4 (12.4). 
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Theƌe ǁas a sigŶifiĐaŶt diffeƌeŶĐe iŶ the Dϰϱ suďgƌoup ͚Eǆpƌessiǀe͛ sĐoƌes ďetǁeeŶ those ǁho aƌe 
high or low in Expressed Inclusion (t = -2.058, df= 199.094, p < .05, one tailed, equal variances not 
assumed). Those who are high in Expressed Inclusion have mean score of 26.6 (11.0), whereas those 
who are low score 23.7 (8.8). 
There was a significant difference in total D45 score between those who are high or low in Expressed 
Inclusion (t=-2.438, df= 196.928, p < 0.05, one tailed, equal variances not assumed). Those who are 
high in Expressed Inclusion have a mean total D45 score of 73.06 (26.8) whereas those who score 
low have a mean score of 64.9 (20.4). 
The T tests aďoǀe iŶdiĐate that those ǁho sĐoƌe high iŶ Eǆpƌessed IŶĐlusioŶ haǀe sigŶifiĐaŶtlǇ higheƌ 
Dϰϱ sĐoƌes iŶ the Moƌe seƌious, IŶstƌuŵeŶtal aŶd Eǆpƌessiǀe ƌegioŶs, Đoŵpaƌed to those ǁho sĐoƌed 
loǁ iŶ this eleŵeŶt. Those ǁho sĐoƌe high iŶ this eleŵeŶt also haǀe a higheƌ total Dϰϱ sĐoƌe thaŶ 
those ǁho sĐoƌe loǁ. Those ǁho sĐoƌe high iŶ Eǆpƌessed IŶĐlusioŶ also haǀe higheƌ Dϰϱ sĐoƌes iŶ the 
Less seƌious ƌegioŶ, hoǁeǀeƌ, this is Ŷot a sigŶifiĐaŶt diffeƌeŶĐe. This shoǁs that those ǁho sĐoƌe 
higheƌ foƌ iteŵs ǁhiĐh iŶdiĐate ͚I iŶĐlude otheƌs ,͛ aƌe likelǇ to haǀe ƌepoƌted Đƌiŵes ǁhiĐh aƌe Đaƌƌied 
out to aĐhieǀe a seĐoŶdaƌǇ goal, Đƌiŵes ǁheƌe the ďehaǀiouƌ is the pƌiŵaƌǇ ƌeǁaƌd, aŶd ŵoƌe 
seƌious iteŵs. The ƌesults soŵeǁhat suppoƌt the ƌesults ďetǁeeŶ Eǆpƌessed IŶĐlusioŶ aŶd Attitude 
to OffeŶdiŶg “tǇle “Đale. Eaƌlieƌ it ǁas estaďlished that those high iŶ Eǆpƌessed IŶĐlusioŶ haǀe 
sigŶifiĐaŶtlǇ higheƌ AO““ sĐoƌes foƌ the ͚High gaiŶ eŵotiǀe ƌeasoŶ͛ ƌegioŶ.  
Taďle ϴ.ϭϬ D45 region scores for those high or low in Expressed Control 
D45 group High or low in Expressed Control N Mean SD 
More serious Low 89 31.60 10.51 
High 115 35.80 14.67 
Less serious Low 91 32.64 11.35 
High 116 36.77 14.03 
Instrumental Low 89 41.05 12.18 
High 115 45.93 16.48 
Expressive Low 91 23.23 8.47 
High 116 26.65 11.05 
Total D45 score Low 89 64.40 19.87 
High 115 72.62 26.81 
 
Theƌe ǁas a sigŶifiĐaŶt diffeƌeŶĐe iŶ the Dϰϱ suďgƌoup ͚Moƌe seƌious͛ sĐoƌe ďetǁeeŶ those ǁho aƌe 
high or low in Expressed Control (t=-2.376, df= 200.885, p < 0.05, one tailed, equal variances not 
assumed). Those who are high in Expressed Control have a mean score of 35.8 (14.7) whereas those 
who score low have a mean of 31.6 (10.5). 
Theƌe ǁas a sigŶifiĐaŶt diffeƌeŶĐe iŶ the Dϰϱ suďgƌoup ͚Less seƌious͛ sĐoƌe ďetween those who are 
high or low in Expressed Control (t=-2.339, df= 204.796, p < 0.05, one tailed, equal variances not 
assumed). Those who are high in Expressed Control have a mean score of 36.8 (14.0) whereas those 
who score low have a mean of 32.6 (11.4). 
Theƌe ǁas a sigŶifiĐaŶt diffeƌeŶĐe iŶ the Dϰϱ suďgƌoup ͚IŶstƌuŵeŶtal͛ sĐoƌe ďetǁeeŶ those ǁho aƌe 
high or low in Expressed Control (t=-2.432,df= 201.607,p < 0.05, one tailed, equal variances not 
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assumed). Those who are high in Expressed Control have a mean score of 45.9 (16.5) whereas those 
who score low have a mean of 41.6 (12.2). 
Theƌe ǁas a sigŶifiĐaŶt diffeƌeŶĐe iŶ the Dϰϱ suďgƌoup ͚Eǆpƌessiǀe͛ sĐoƌe ďetǁeeŶ those ǁho aƌe 
high or low in Expressed Control (t=-2.522,df= 204.906,p < 0.05, one tailed, equal variances not 
assumed). Those who are high in Expressed Control have a mean score of 26.7 (11.1) whereas those 
who score low have a mean of 23.2 (8.5). 
There was a significant difference in the total D45 score between those who are high or low in 
Expressed Control (t=-2.512, df= 201.653, p < 0.05, one tailed, equal variances not assumed). Those 
who are high in Expressed Control have a mean score of 72.6 (26.8) whereas those who score low 
have a mean of 64.4 (19.9). 
The T tests aďoǀe iŶdiĐate that those ǁho sĐoƌe high iŶ Eǆpƌessed CoŶtƌol haǀe sigŶifiĐaŶtlǇ higheƌ 
Dϰϱ sĐoƌes iŶ the Moƌe seƌious, Less seƌious, IŶstƌuŵeŶtal, aŶd Eǆpƌessiǀe ƌegioŶs. Those ǁho sĐoƌe 
high iŶ Eǆpƌessed CoŶtƌol also haǀe a higheƌ oǀeƌall sĐoƌe oŶ the Dϰϱ.  
This shoǁs that those ǁho sĐoƌe higheƌ iŶ iteŵs ǁhiĐh iŶdiĐate ͚I ĐoŶtƌol otheƌ people͛ haǀe higheƌ 
sĐoƌes foƌ ŵost iteŵs oŶ the Dϰϱ. These ƌesults aƌe siŵilaƌ to those pƌeseŶted eaƌlieƌ foƌ Eǆpƌessed 
CoŶtƌol aŶd Attitude to OffeŶdiŶg “tǇles “Đale. Although those ǁho sĐoƌed high iŶ Eǆpƌessed CoŶtƌol 
sĐoƌed higheƌ iŶ eaĐh of the AO““ ƌegioŶs, these diffeƌeŶĐes ǁeƌe Ŷot sigŶifiĐaŶt. Although, the 
ŵeaŶ Eǆpƌessed CoŶtƌol sĐoƌes foƌ those ǁho agƌeed to eaĐh iteŵ oŶ the AO““ did shoǁ that those 
ǁho agƌeed had ŵuĐh higheƌ sĐoƌes foƌ this peƌsoŶalitǇ stǇle.  
Taďle ϴ.ϭϭ D45 region scores for those high or low in Received Inclusion 
D45 group High or low in Received Inclusion N Mean SD 
More serious Low 94 34.79 13.13 
High 108 32.24 10.79 
Less serious Low 97 36.74 14.64 
High 109 32.83 11.08 
Instrumental Low 95 45.26 15.74 
High 108 41.53 12.44 
Expressive Low 96 26.33 10.77 
High 109 23.55 8.87 
Total D45 score Low 94 71.83 25.80 
High 108 65.08 20.60 
 
Theƌe ǁeƌe Ŷo sigŶifiĐaŶt diffeƌeŶĐes iŶ the Dϰϱ suďgƌoup ͚Moƌe seƌious͛ ďetǁeeŶ those ǁho aƌe 
high or low in Received Inclusion (t = 1.518, df = 200, p = .131, one tailed, equal variances assumed). 
Theƌe ǁas a sigŶifiĐaŶt diffeƌeŶĐe iŶ the Dϰϱ suďgƌoup ͚Less seƌious͛ ďetǁeeŶ those ǁho aƌe high oƌ 
low in Received Inclusion (t=2.139, df= 177.723, p < 0.05, one tailed, equal variances not assumed). 
Those who are low in Received Inclusion have a mean score of 36.7 (14.6) whereas those who score 
high have a mean of 32.8 (11.1). 
Theƌe ǁeƌe Ŷo sigŶifiĐaŶt diffeƌeŶĐe iŶ the Dϰϱ suďgƌoup ͚IŶstƌuŵeŶtal͛ ďetǁeeŶ those ǁho aƌe high 




There was a significant difference iŶ the Dϰϱ suďgƌoup ͚Eǆpƌessiǀe͛ ďetǁeeŶ those ǁho aƌe high oƌ 
low in Received Inclusion (t=2.001, df= 184.525, p < 0.05, one tailed, equal variances not assumed). 
Those who are low in Received Inclusion have a mean score of 26.3 (10.8) whereas those who score 
high have a mean of 23.6 (8.9). 
There was a significant difference in the total D45 between those who are high or low in Received 
Inclusion (t=2.003, df= 177.399, p < 0.05, one tailed, equal variances not assumed). Those who are 
low in Received Inclusion have a mean score of 71.8 (25.8) whereas those who score high have a 
mean of 65.1 (20.6). 
The T tests aďoǀe iŶdiĐate that those ǁho sĐoƌe loǁ iŶ ‘eĐeiǀed IŶĐlusioŶ haǀe sigŶifiĐaŶtlǇ higheƌ 
Dϰϱ sĐoƌes iŶ the Less seƌious aŶd Eǆpƌessiǀe ƌegioŶs. IŶ otheƌ ǁoƌds, those ǁho agƌeed ǁith 
stateŵeŶts ǁhiĐh iŶdiĐate ͚otheƌs do Ŷot iŶĐlude ŵe͛ aƌe ŵoƌe likelǇ to agƌee to Dϰϱ iteŵs ǁheƌe 
the ďehaǀiouƌ is the pƌiŵaƌǇ ƌeǁaƌd aŶd aƌe less seƌious. Those ǁho sĐoƌed loǁ iŶ ‘eĐeiǀed IŶĐlusioŶ 
sĐoƌed higheƌ oǀeƌall oŶ the Dϰϱ. The ƌesults aƌe siŵilaƌ to those pƌeseŶted eaƌlieƌ foƌ ‘eĐeiǀed 
IŶĐlusioŶ aŶd Attitude to OffeŶdiŶg “tǇle “Đale. Those ǁith loǁeƌ leǀels of ‘eĐeiǀed IŶĐlusioŶ did 
haǀe higheƌ AO““ sĐoƌes iŶ eaĐh of the ƌegioŶs, hoǁeǀeƌ, the sĐoƌes ǁeƌe Ŷot sigŶifiĐaŶtlǇ diffeƌeŶt 
fƌoŵ those ǁho sĐoƌed loǁ iŶ ‘eĐeiǀed IŶĐlusioŶ. 
Taďle ϴ.ϭϮ D45 region scores for those high or low in Received Control 
D45 group High or low in Received Control N Mean SD 
More serious Low 95 32.27 10.68 
High 111 34.95 14.55 
Less serious Low 98 33.53 12.11 
High 112 35.64 13.43 
Instrumental Low 96 41.78 12.94 
High 111 44.98 16.02 
Expressive Low 97 24.06 8.75 
High 112 25.63 10.72 
Total D45 score Low 95 65.99 21.11 
High 111 70.63 25.97 
 
There were no significant diffeƌeŶĐes iŶ the Dϰϱ ͚Moƌe seƌious͛ sĐoƌes ďetǁeeŶ those ǁho aƌe high 
or low in Received Control (t=-1.485, df = 204, p = 0.139, one tailed, equal variances assumed). 
Theƌe ǁeƌe Ŷo sigŶifiĐaŶt diffeƌeŶĐes iŶ the Dϰϱ ͚Less seƌious͛ sĐoƌes ďetǁeeŶ those ǁho are high or 
low in Received Control (t=-1.190, df = 208, p = 0.236, one tailed, equal variances assumed). 
Theƌe ǁeƌe Ŷo sigŶifiĐaŶt diffeƌeŶĐes iŶ the Dϰϱ ͚IŶstƌuŵeŶtal͛ sĐoƌes ďetǁeeŶ those ǁho aƌe high 
or low in Received Control (t=-1.564, df= 205, p = 0.119, one tailed, equal variances assumed). 
Theƌe ǁeƌe Ŷo sigŶifiĐaŶt diffeƌeŶĐes iŶ the Dϰϱ ͚Eǆpƌessiǀe͛ sĐoƌes ďetǁeeŶ those ǁho aƌe high oƌ 
low in Received Control (t=-1.194,df= 207,p = 0.252, one tailed, equal variances assumed). 
There were no significant differences in the total D45 scores between those who re high or low in 
Received Control (t=-1.392, df= 204, p = 0.166, one tailed, equal variances assumed). 
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The taďle aďoǀe shoǁs that those ǁho sĐoƌe high iŶ ‘eĐeiǀed CoŶtƌol, haǀe higheƌ sĐoƌes iŶ eaĐh of 
the Dϰϱ ƌegioŶs. Hoǁeǀeƌ, these diffeƌeŶĐes aƌe Ŷot sigŶifiĐaŶtlǇ diffeƌeŶt fƌoŵ those ǁho sĐoƌe loǁ 
iŶ ‘eĐeiǀed CoŶtƌol. Those ǁho ƌepoƌted that ͚otheƌ people ĐoŶtƌol ŵe͛ sĐoƌe higheƌ iŶ eaĐh Dϰϱ 
ƌegioŶ, hoǁeǀeƌ, these diffeƌeŶĐes aƌe Ŷot sigŶifiĐaŶt. It ǁas estaďlished eaƌlieƌ that those ǁith 
higheƌ leǀels of ‘eĐeiǀed CoŶtƌol had sigŶifiĐaŶtlǇ higheƌ sĐoƌes iŶ eaĐh of the Attitude to OffeŶdiŶg 
“tǇle “Đale ƌegioŶs. 
To eǆaŵiŶe the ŵeaŶ sĐoƌes foƌ eaĐh of the FI‘O eleŵeŶts iŶ ŵoƌe detail, the saŵe pƌoĐeduƌe 
adopted foƌ the FI‘O-B/AO““ sĐoƌes aďoǀe ǁill ďe applied. The ŵeaŶ sĐoƌe ǁill ďe ĐalĐulated foƌ 
eaĐh FI‘O-B eleŵeŶt foƌ those ǁho ƌepoƌted aŶǇ leǀel of iŶǀolǀeŵeŶt iŶ the Dϰϱ iteŵs. These ŵeaŶ 























Figure ϴ.ϱ SSA plot shoǁiŶg ŵeaŶ Eǆpressed IŶĐlusioŶ sĐores for those ǁho agreed to eaĐh iteŵ oŶ 
the Dϰϱ 
 
Taďle ϴ.ϭϯ KeǇ to Dϰϱ SSA 
D45 item   
1Broken into house, shop, school and taken money 
or something else you wanted 
16Intentionally started a building on fire 31Cheated at school in tests 
2Broken into a locked car to get something from it 17Taken little things (worth less than £5) 
from a shop without paying for them 
32Not returned extra change that a cashier gave 
you by mistake 
3Taken hubcaps, wheels, the battery or some other 
paƌt of a Đaƌ ǁithout the oǁŶeƌ͛s peƌŵissioŶ 
18Broken the windows of an empty house 
or other unoccupied building 
33Used fake money in a machine 
4Taken things worth between £10 and £100 from a 
shop without paying for them 
19Bought something you knew had been 
stolen 
34Taken things of large value (worth more than 
£100) from a shop without paying for them 
ϱThƌeateŶed to ďeat soŵeoŶe up if theǇ didŶ͛t giǀe 
you money or something else you wanted 
20Refused to tell the police or some other 
official what you knew about a crime 
35Been drunk regularly when you were under 
16 
6Carried a razor, flick-knife or some other weapon  
with the intention of using it in a fight 
ϮϭPiĐked a fight ǁith soŵeoŶe Ǉou didŶ͛t 
know just for the hell of it 
36Broken into a house, shop, school or other 
building to break things up or cause other 
damage 
7Pulled a knife, gun or some other weapon on 
someone just to let them know you meant business 
22Been involved in gang fights 37Dialled 999 just for a joke 
8Beat someone up so badly they probably needed a 
doctor 
23Been loud, rowdy or unruly in a public 
place 
38Let off fireworks in the street 
ϵTakeŶ a Đaƌ ďeloŶgiŶg to soŵeoŶe Ǉou didŶ͛t know 
foƌ a ƌide ǁithout the oǁŶeƌ͛s peƌŵissioŶ 
24Had sex in public 39Deliberately travelled without a ticket on a 
bus, train or the tube 
10Tried to get away from a police officer by fighting 
or struggling 
25Attended a demonstration or sporting 
event to cause a disturbance or be violent 
40Taken money from someone at home without 
returning it 
11Used physical force (like twisting an arm or 
choking) to get money from another person 
26Smoked marijuana (grass/pot)? 41Deliberately littered the streets 
12Used a club, knife or other weapon to get 
something from someone 
27Driven a car when you were drunk or 
high on some drugs 
42Annoyed or insulted a stranger 
13Taken things from a wallet/purse (or the whole 
ǁallet/puƌseͿ ǁhile the oǁŶeƌ ǁasŶ͛t aƌouŶd oƌ 
looking 
28Taken barbiturates (downers) or speed 
(or other uppers) without a prescription 
43Not gone to school when you should have 
been there 
ϭϰTakeŶ a ďiĐǇĐle ďeloŶgiŶg to soŵeoŶe Ǉou didŶ͛t 
know with no intention of returning it 
29Taken ecstasy (͚E͛sͿ? 44Sniffed glue or other solvents (e.g. tippex 
thinner ) 
ϭϱTƌied to pass a ĐheƋue ďǇ sigŶiŶg soŵeoŶe else͛s 
name 




The ŵeaŶ Eǆpƌessed IŶĐlusioŶ sĐoƌes foƌ those that ƌepoƌted aŶǇ leǀel of iŶǀolǀeŵeŶt iŶ the iteŵs oŶ 
the Dϰϱ, ƌaŶge fƌoŵ ϰ.ϰϵ to ϰ.ϴϲ, the ŵeaŶ foƌ the oǀeƌall populatioŶ is ϰ.ϱϱ. MaŶǇ of the iteŵs 
haǀe sĐoƌes aďoǀe the oǀeƌall ŵeaŶ. The tǁo iteŵs ǁith loǁ Eǆpƌessed IŶĐlusioŶ aƌe: 
ϭϰ ͚TakeŶ a ďiĐǇĐle ďeloŶgiŶg to soŵeoŶe Ǉou didŶ͛t kŶoǁ ǁith Ŷo iŶteŶtioŶ of ƌetuƌŶiŶg it͛ 
;ϰ.ϰϵͿ  
ϰϯ ͚Not goŶe to sĐhool ǁheŶ Ǉou should haǀe ďeeŶ theƌe͛ ;ϰ.ϱϬͿ.  
These aƌe ďoth loǁ seƌiousŶess aĐts ǁhiĐh aǀoid iŶteƌaĐtioŶ ǁith otheƌs. Theƌe aƌe thƌee iteŵs ǁhiĐh 
haǀe ǀeƌǇ high ŵeaŶ Eǆpƌessed IŶĐlusioŶ sĐoƌes:  
ϱ ͚ThƌeateŶed to ďeat soŵeoŶe up if theǇ didŶ͛t giǀe Ǉou ŵoŶeǇ oƌ soŵethiŶg else Ǉou 
ǁaŶted͛ ;ϰ.ϴϰͿ 
ϲ ͚Caƌƌied a ƌazoƌ, fliĐk-kŶife oƌ soŵe otheƌ ǁeapoŶ ǁith the iŶteŶtioŶ of usiŶg it iŶ a fight͛ 
;ϰ.ϴϲͿ 
ϵ ͚TakeŶ a Đaƌ ďeloŶgiŶg to soŵeoŶe Ǉou didŶ͛t kŶoǁ foƌ a ƌide ǁithout the oǁŶeƌ͛s 
peƌŵissioŶ͛ ;ϰ.ϴϳͿ.  
These ĐoŶsist of a ŵiǆ of IŶstƌuŵeŶtal/Eǆpƌessiǀe, aŶd PeƌsoŶ/PƌopeƌtǇ stǇle Đƌiŵes. Hoǁeǀeƌ, all 
thƌee of these iteŵs aƌe defiŶed as a higheƌ leǀel of seƌiousŶess oƌ psǇĐhologiĐal iŶteŶsitǇ. All of the 
otheƌ high sĐoƌiŶg iteŵs ;aďoǀe ϰ.ϳϬͿ aƌe also a higheƌ leǀel of seƌiousŶess: 
ϭϱ ͚Tƌied to pass a ĐheƋue ďǇ sigŶiŶg soŵeoŶe else͛s Ŷaŵe͛ ;ϰ.ϳϴͿ 
ϴ ͚Beat soŵeoŶe up so ďadlǇ theǇ pƌoďaďlǇ Ŷeeded a doĐtoƌ͛ ;ϰ.ϳϵͿ  
ϯϬ ͚Used heƌoiŶ ;sŵaĐkͿ oƌ ĐoĐaiŶe͛ ;ϰ.ϳϴͿ  
These ƌesults shoǁ that those ǁho ƌepoƌt iŶǀolǀeŵeŶt iŶ ŵoƌe seƌious Dϰϱ iteŵs, aƌe likelǇ to 
iŶĐlude otheƌ people iŶ theiƌ liǀes. These fiŶdiŶgs suppoƌt the ƌesults of the T tests ǁhiĐh also fouŶd 











Figure ϴ.ϲ SSA plot shoǁiŶg ŵeaŶ Eǆpressed CoŶtrol sĐores for those ǁho agreed to eaĐh iteŵ oŶ 
the Dϰϱ 
 
Taďle ϴ.ϭϰ List of iteŵs oŶ SSA 
D45 item   
1Broken into house, shop, school and taken money 
or something else you wanted 
16Intentionally started a building on fire 31Cheated at school in tests 
2Broken into a locked car to get something from it 17Taken little things (worth less than £5) 
from a shop without paying for them 
32Not returned extra change that a cashier gave 
you by mistake 
3Taken hubcaps, wheels, the battery or some other 
paƌt of a Đaƌ ǁithout the oǁŶeƌ͛s peƌŵissioŶ 
18Broken the windows of an empty house 
or other unoccupied building 
33Used fake money in a machine 
4Taken things worth between £10 and £100 from a 
shop without paying for them 
19Bought something you knew had been 
stolen 
34Taken things of large value (worth more than 
£100) from a shop without paying for them 
ϱThƌeateŶed to ďeat soŵeoŶe up if theǇ didŶ͛t giǀe 
you money or something else you wanted 
20Refused to tell the police or some other 
official what you knew about a crime 
35Been drunk regularly when you were under 
16 
6Carried a razor, flick-knife or some other weapon  
with the intention of using it in a fight 
ϮϭPiĐked a fight ǁith soŵeoŶe Ǉou didŶ͛t 
know just for the hell of it 
36Broken into a house, shop, school or other 
building to break things up or cause other 
damage 
7Pulled a knife, gun or some other weapon on 
someone just to let them know you meant business 
22Been involved in gang fights 37Dialled 999 just for a joke 
8Beat someone up so badly they probably needed a 
doctor 
23Been loud, rowdy or unruly in a public 
place 
38Let off fireworks in the street 
ϵTakeŶ a Đaƌ ďeloŶgiŶg to soŵeoŶe Ǉou didŶ͛t kŶoǁ 
foƌ a ƌide ǁithout the oǁŶeƌ͛s peƌŵissioŶ 
24Had sex in public 39Deliberately travelled without a ticket on a 
bus, train or the tube 
10Tried to get away from a police officer by fighting 
or struggling 
25Attended a demonstration or sporting 
event to cause a disturbance or be violent 
40Taken money from someone at home without 
returning it 
11Used physical force (like twisting an arm or 
choking) to get money from another person 
26Smoked marijuana (grass/pot)? 41Deliberately littered the streets 
12Used a club, knife or other weapon to get 
something from someone 
27Driven a car when you were drunk or 
high on some drugs 
42Annoyed or insulted a stranger 
13Taken things from a wallet/purse (or the whole 
ǁallet/puƌseͿ ǁhile the oǁŶeƌ ǁasŶ͛t aƌouŶd oƌ 
looking 
28Taken barbiturates (downers) or speed 
(or other uppers) without a prescription 
43Not gone to school when you should have 
been there 
ϭϰTakeŶ a ďiĐǇĐle ďeloŶgiŶg to soŵeoŶe Ǉou didŶ͛t 
know with no intention of returning it 
ϮϵTakeŶ eĐstasǇ  ;͚E͛sͿ? 44Sniffed glue or other solvents (e.g. tippex 
thinner ) 
ϭϱTƌied to pass a ĐheƋue ďǇ sigŶiŶg soŵeoŶe else͛s 
name 




The ŵeaŶ Eǆpƌessed CoŶtƌol sĐoƌes foƌ those that ƌepoƌted aŶǇ leǀel of iŶǀolǀeŵeŶt iŶ these Đƌiŵes 
ƌaŶge fƌoŵ Ϯ.ϰϵ to ϯ.ϳϰ, the ŵeaŶ foƌ the oǀeƌall populatioŶ is Ϯ.ϵϲ. The ŵajoƌitǇ of people ǁho 
ƌepoƌted aŶǇ leǀel of iŶǀolǀeŵeŶt iŶ ĐƌiŵiŶal oƌ deǀiaŶt aĐts, sĐoƌe higheƌ iŶ Eǆpƌessed CoŶtƌol thaŶ 
the oǀeƌall populatioŶ. The iteŵs ǁhiĐh haǀe loǁeƌ ŵeaŶ sĐoƌes aƌe: 
ϯϱ ͚BeeŶ dƌuŶk ƌegulaƌlǇ ǁheŶ Ǉou ǁeƌe uŶdeƌ ϭϲ͛ ;Ϯ.ϰϵͿ 
ϯϵ ͚DeliďeƌatelǇ tƌaǀelled ǁithout a tiĐket oŶ a ďus, tƌaiŶ oƌ the tuďe͛ ;ϯ.ϬϮͿ 
ϰϭ ͚DeliďeƌatelǇ litteƌed the stƌeets͚;ϯ.ϬϱͿ 
All of these iteŵs aƌe Đlassed as loǁ seƌiousŶess.  This iŶdiĐates that those ǁho oŶlǇ ƌepoƌt 
iŶǀolǀeŵeŶt iŶ the less seƌious Đƌiŵes aƌe likelǇ to shoǁ loǁeƌ leǀels of ĐoŶtƌol oǀeƌ otheƌs.  The 
iteŵs ǁith the highest ŵeaŶ Eǆpƌessed CoŶtƌol sĐoƌes aƌe:  
ϳ ͚Pulled a kŶife, guŶ oƌ soŵe otheƌ ǁeapoŶ oŶ soŵeoŶe just to let theŵ kŶoǁ Ǉou ŵeaŶt 
ďusiŶess͛ ;ϯ.ϱϵͿ 
ϵ ͚TakeŶ a Đaƌ ďeloŶgiŶg to soŵeoŶe Ǉou didŶ͛t kŶoǁ foƌ a ƌide ǁithout the oǁŶeƌ͛s 
peƌŵissioŶ͛ ;ϯ.ϳϯͿ 
ϭϮ ͚Used a Đluď, kŶife oƌ otheƌ ǁeapoŶ to get soŵethiŶg fƌoŵ soŵeoŶe͚;ϯ.ϱϵͿ 
Ϯϱ ͚AtteŶded a deŵoŶstƌatioŶ oƌ spoƌtiŶg eǀeŶt to Đause a distuƌďaŶĐe oƌ ďe ǀioleŶt͛ ;ϯ.ϳϰͿ 
ϰϱ ͚Used oƌ Đaƌƌied a guŶ to help Ǉou Đoŵŵit a Đƌiŵe͛ ;ϯ.ϱϳͿ.  
These high sĐoƌiŶg iteŵs ĐoŶtaiŶ ďoth IŶstƌuŵeŶtal/Eǆpƌessiǀe aŶd PeƌsoŶ/PƌopeƌtǇ Đƌiŵes. 
Hoǁeǀeƌ all of these iteŵs aƌe higheƌ iŶ seƌiousŶess oƌ psǇĐhologiĐal iŶteŶsitǇ, aŶd the ŵajoƌitǇ 
iŶǀolǀe ǀioleŶt ďehaǀiouƌs. This suggests that those ǁho iŶdiĐate iŶǀolǀeŵeŶt iŶ the ŵoƌe seƌious 
Dϰϱ iteŵs, aƌe likelǇ to shoǁ ĐoŶtƌol oǀeƌ otheƌ people. This suggests that those ǁho Eǆpƌess CoŶtƌol 
oǀeƌ otheƌs aƌe at ease usiŶg ǀioleŶĐe aŶd foƌĐe to get ǁhat theǇ ǁaŶt. These fiŶdiŶgs ƌefleĐt the 
eaƌlieƌ T tests, ǁhiĐh shoǁed that those sĐoƌiŶg higheƌ iŶ this eleŵeŶt haǀe sigŶifiĐaŶtlǇ higheƌ Dϰϱ 












Figure ϴ.ϳ SSA plot shoǁiŶg ŵeaŶ ‘eĐeiǀed IŶĐlusioŶ sĐores for those ǁho agreed to eaĐh iteŵ oŶ 
the Dϰϱ 
  
Taďle ϴ.ϭϱ KeǇ to Dϰϱ SSA 
D45 item   
1Broken into house, shop, school and taken money 
or something else you wanted 
16Intentionally started a building on fire 31Cheated at school in tests 
2Broken into a locked car to get something from it 17Taken little things (worth less than £5) 
from a shop without paying for them 
32Not returned extra change that a cashier gave 
you by mistake 
3Taken hubcaps, wheels, the battery or some other 
paƌt of a Đaƌ ǁithout the oǁŶeƌ͛s peƌŵissioŶ 
18Broken the windows of an empty house 
or other unoccupied building 
33Used fake money in a machine 
4Taken things worth between £10 and £100 from a 
shop without paying for them 
19Bought something you knew had been 
stolen 
34Taken things of large value (worth more than 
£100) from a shop without paying for them 
ϱThƌeateŶed to ďeat soŵeoŶe up if theǇ didŶ͛t giǀe 
you money or something else you wanted 
20Refused to tell the police or some other 
official what you knew about a crime 
35Been drunk regularly when you were under 
16 
6Carried a razor, flick-knife or some other weapon  
with the intention of using it in a fight 
ϮϭPiĐked a fight ǁith soŵeoŶe Ǉou didŶ͛t 
know just for the hell of it 
36Broken into a house, shop, school or other 
building to break things up or cause other 
damage 
7Pulled a knife, gun or some other weapon on 
someone just to let them know you meant business 
22Been involved in gang fights 37Dialled 999 just for a joke 
8Beat someone up so badly they probably needed a 
doctor 
23Been loud, rowdy or unruly in a public 
place 
38Let off fireworks in the street 
ϵTakeŶ a Đaƌ ďeloŶgiŶg to soŵeoŶe Ǉou didŶ͛t kŶoǁ 
foƌ a ƌide ǁithout the oǁŶeƌ͛s peƌŵissioŶ 
24Had sex in public 39Deliberately travelled without a ticket on a 
bus, train or the tube 
10Tried to get away from a police officer by fighting 
or struggling 
25Attended a demonstration or sporting 
event to cause a disturbance or be violent 
40Taken money from someone at home without 
returning it 
11Used physical force (like twisting an arm or 
choking) to get money from another person 
26Smoked marijuana (grass/pot)? 41Deliberately littered the streets 
12Used a club, knife or other weapon to get 
something from someone 
27Driven a car when you were drunk or 
high on some drugs 
42Annoyed or insulted a stranger 
13Taken things from a wallet/purse (or the whole 
ǁallet/puƌseͿ ǁhile the oǁŶeƌ ǁasŶ͛t aƌouŶd oƌ 
looking 
28Taken barbiturates (downers) or speed 
(or other uppers) without a prescription 
43Not gone to school when you should have 
been there 
ϭϰTakeŶ a ďiĐǇĐle ďeloŶgiŶg to soŵeoŶe Ǉou didŶ͛t 
know with no intention of returning it 
29Taken ecstasy (͚E͛sͿ? 44Sniffed glue or other solvents (e.g. tippex 
thinner ) 
15Tried to pass a cheque by sigŶiŶg soŵeoŶe else͛s 
name 





The ŵeaŶ ‘eĐeiǀed IŶĐlusioŶ sĐoƌes foƌ those that ƌepoƌted aŶǇ leǀel of iŶǀolǀeŵeŶt ƌaŶge fƌoŵ ϯ.ϳϰ 
to ϰ.ϰϬ, the ŵeaŶ foƌ the oǀeƌall populatioŶ is ϰ.ϯϲ. The iteŵs ǁhiĐh haǀe loǁeƌ ŵeaŶ sĐoƌes aƌe 
seeŶ iŶ the high seƌiousŶess ƌegioŶ of the plot. These iŶĐlude iteŵs: 
ϳ ͚Pulled a kŶife, guŶ oƌ soŵe otheƌ ǁeapoŶ oŶ soŵeoŶe just to let theŵ kŶoǁ Ǉou ŵeaŶt 
ďusiŶess͛ ;ϯ.ϵϭͿ 
ϭϮ ͚Used a Đluď, kŶife oƌ otheƌ ǁeapoŶ to get soŵethiŶg fƌoŵ soŵeoŶe͛ ;ϯ.ϳϰͿ 
ϰϱ ͚Used oƌ Đaƌƌied a guŶ to help Ǉou Đoŵŵit a Đƌiŵe͛ ;ϯ.ϳϲͿ 
All of these iteŵs iŶdiĐate the use of a ǁeapoŶ. That is to saǇ, those ǁho ƌepoƌt iŶǀolǀeŵeŶt iŶ 
ǀioleŶt aĐts ǁhiĐh iŶǀolǀe a ǁeapoŶ aƌe likelǇ to feel that otheƌs do Ŷot iŶĐlude theŵ. It is possiďle 
that this ƌefleĐts a laĐk of eŵpathǇ aŶd ĐloseŶess ǁith otheƌs. The iteŵs ǁhiĐh haǀe higheƌ ‘eĐeiǀed 
IŶĐlusioŶ sĐoƌes iŶĐlude:  
ϴ ͚Beat soŵeoŶe up so ďadlǇ theǇ pƌoďaďlǇ Ŷeeded a doĐtoƌ͛ ;ϰ.ϯϴͿ 
ϮϬ ͚‘efused to tell the poliĐe oƌ soŵe otheƌ offiĐial ǁhat Ǉou kŶeǁ aďout a Đƌiŵe͛ ;ϰ.ϯϲͿ 
Ϯϭ ͚PiĐked a fight ǁith soŵeoŶe Ǉou didŶ͛t kŶoǁ just foƌ the hell of it͛ ;ϰ.ϯϳͿ 
Ϯϯ ͚BeeŶ loud, ƌoǁdǇ oƌ uŶƌulǇ iŶ a puďliĐ plaĐe͛ ;ϰ.ϯϴͿ 
Ϯϰ ͚Had seǆ iŶ puďliĐ͛ ;ϰ.ϯϳͿ, ϯϵ ͚DeliďeƌatelǇ tƌaǀelled ǁithout a tiĐket oŶ a ďus, tƌaiŶ oƌ the 
tuďe͛ ;ϰ.ϰϬͿ 
ϰϭ ͚DeliďeƌatelǇ litteƌed the stƌeets͛ ;ϰ.ϯϴͿ 
All of these iteŵs aƌe loǁeƌ seƌiousŶess. This iŶdiĐates that those ǁho ƌepoƌt the less seƌious iteŵs, 
aƌe likelǇ to ƌepoƌt that otheƌ people iŶĐlude theŵ iŶ soĐial ĐoŶteǆts. “oŵe of these iteŵs ƌefleĐt 




Figure ϴ.ϴ SSA plot shoǁiŶg ŵeaŶ ‘eĐeiǀed CoŶtrol sĐores for those ǁho agreed to eaĐh iteŵ oŶ 
the Dϰϱ
 
Taďle ϴ.ϭϲ KeǇ to Dϰϱ SSA 
 
D45 item   
1Broken into house, shop, school and taken money 
or something else you wanted 
16Intentionally started a building on fire 31Cheated at school in tests 
2Broken into a locked car to get something from it 17Taken little things (worth less than £5) 
from a shop without paying for them 
32Not returned extra change that a cashier gave 
you by mistake 
3Taken hubcaps, wheels, the battery or some other 
paƌt of a Đaƌ ǁithout the oǁŶeƌ͛s peƌŵissioŶ 
18Broken the windows of an empty house 
or other unoccupied building 
33Used fake money in a machine 
4Taken things worth between £10 and £100 from a 
shop without paying for them 
19Bought something you knew had been 
stolen 
34Taken things of large value (worth more than 
£100) from a shop without paying for them 
ϱThƌeateŶed to ďeat soŵeoŶe up if theǇ didŶ͛t giǀe 
you money or something else you wanted 
20Refused to tell the police or some other 
official what you knew about a crime 
35Been drunk regularly when you were under 
16 
6Carried a razor, flick-knife or some other weapon  
with the intention of using it in a fight 
ϮϭPiĐked a fight ǁith soŵeoŶe Ǉou didŶ͛t 
know just for the hell of it 
36Broken into a house, shop, school or other 
building to break things up or cause other 
damage 
7Pulled a knife, gun or some other weapon on 
someone just to let them know you meant business 
22Been involved in gang fights 37Dialled 999 just for a joke 
8Beat someone up so badly they probably needed a 
doctor 
23Been loud, rowdy or unruly in a public 
place 
38Let off fireworks in the street 
ϵTakeŶ a Đaƌ ďeloŶgiŶg to soŵeoŶe Ǉou didŶ͛t kŶoǁ 
foƌ a ƌide ǁithout the oǁŶeƌ͛s peƌŵissioŶ 
24Had sex in public 39Deliberately travelled without a ticket on a 
bus, train or the tube 
10Tried to get away from a police officer by fighting 
or struggling 
25Attended a demonstration or sporting 
event to cause a disturbance or be violent 
40Taken money from someone at home without 
returning it 
11Used physical force (like twisting an arm or 
choking) to get money from another person 
26Smoked marijuana (grass/pot)? 41Deliberately littered the streets 
12Used a club, knife or other weapon to get 
something from someone 
27Driven a car when you were drunk or 
high on some drugs 
42Annoyed or insulted a stranger 
13Taken things from a wallet/purse (or the whole 
ǁallet/puƌseͿ ǁhile the oǁŶeƌ ǁasŶ͛t aƌouŶd oƌ 
looking 
28Taken barbiturates (downers) or speed 
(or other uppers) without a prescription 
43Not gone to school when you should have 
been there 
14Taken a bicycle beloŶgiŶg to soŵeoŶe Ǉou didŶ͛t 
know with no intention of returning it 
29Taken ecstasy (͚E͛sͿ? 44Sniffed glue or other solvents (e.g. tippex 
thinner ) 
ϭϱTƌied to pass a ĐheƋue ďǇ sigŶiŶg soŵeoŶe else͛s 
name 




The ŵeaŶ ‘eĐeiǀed CoŶtƌol sĐoƌes foƌ those that ƌepoƌted aŶǇ leǀel of iŶǀolǀeŵeŶt iŶ these Đƌiŵes 
ƌaŶge fƌoŵ ϯ.Ϭϴ to ϯ.ϴϲ, the ŵeaŶ foƌ the oǀeƌall populatioŶ is ϯ.ϭϱ. Theƌe aƌe thƌee iteŵs ǁhiĐh 
haǀe a loǁ ‘eĐeiǀed CoŶtƌol sĐoƌe:  
ϭϵ ͚Bought soŵethiŶg Ǉou kŶeǁ had ďeeŶ stoleŶ͛ ;ϯ.ϬϴͿ 
Ϯϱ ͚AtteŶded a deŵoŶstƌatioŶ oƌ spoƌtiŶg eǀeŶt to Đause a distuƌďaŶĐe oƌ ďe ǀioleŶt͛ ;ϯ.ϭϬͿ 
ϰϯ ͚Not goŶe to sĐhool ǁheŶ Ǉou should haǀe ďeeŶ theƌe͛ ;ϯ.ϭϰͿ.   
This shoǁs that people ǁho ƌepoƌt iŶǀolǀeŵeŶt iŶ these ŵiŶoƌ ƌeďellious aĐts aƌe likelǇ to ƌepoƌt 
that otheƌs do Ŷot ĐoŶtƌol theŵ. Theƌe aƌe eight iteŵs ǁith a high ‘eĐeiǀed CoŶtƌol sĐoƌe ;aďoǀe 
ϯ.ϰϱͿ: 
ϲ ͚Caƌƌied a ƌazoƌ, fliĐk-kŶife oƌ soŵe otheƌ ǁeapoŶ ǁith the iŶteŶtioŶ of usiŶg it iŶ a fight͛ 
;ϯ.ϰϵͿ 
ϳ ͚Pulled a kŶife, guŶ oƌ soŵe otheƌ ǁeapoŶ oŶ soŵeoŶe just to let theŵ kŶoǁ Ǉou ŵeaŶt 
ďusiŶess͛ ;ϯ.ϱϴͿ 
ϭϭ ͚Used phǇsiĐal foƌĐe ;like tǁistiŶg aŶ aƌŵ oƌ ĐhokiŶgͿ to get ŵoŶeǇ fƌoŵ aŶotheƌ peƌsoŶ͛ 
;ϯ.ϳϯͿ 
ϭϮ ͚Used a Đluď, kŶife oƌ otheƌ ǁeapoŶ to get soŵethiŶg fƌoŵ soŵeoŶe͛ ;ϯ.ϴϲͿ 
ϭϱ ͚Tƌied to pass a ĐheƋue ďǇ sigŶiŶg soŵeoŶe else͛s Ŷaŵe͛ ;ϯ.ϰϱͿ 
ϭϲ ͚IŶteŶtioŶallǇ staƌted a ďuildiŶg oŶ fiƌe͛ ;ϯ.ϰϴͿ 
ϯϰ ͚TakeŶ thiŶgs of laƌge ǀalue ;ǁoƌth ŵoƌe thaŶ £ϭϬϬͿ fƌoŵ a shop ǁithout paǇiŶg foƌ theŵ͛ 
;ϯ.ϱϲͿ 
ϰϱ ͚Used oƌ Đaƌƌied a guŶ to help Ǉou Đoŵŵit a Đƌiŵe͛ ;ϯ.ϳϬͿ. 
 Fiǀe of these eight iteŵs iŶǀolǀes the use of ǀioleŶĐe, the ƌeŵaiŶiŶg thƌee aƌe high seƌiousŶess. This 
suggests that those ǁho ƌepoƌt iŶǀolǀeŵeŶt iŶ the ŵoƌe seƌious, possiďlǇ ǀioleŶt aĐts aƌe likelǇ to 
ƌepoƌt that otheƌ people ĐoŶtƌol theŵ. 
These ƌesults ƌefleĐt those ǁhiĐh aƌe fouŶd foƌ ‘eĐeiǀed CoŶtƌol aŶd AO““ sĐoƌes. It ǁas estaďlished 
eaƌlieƌ that those ǁho sĐoƌe loǁ iŶ ‘eĐeiǀed CoŶtƌol, shoǁed a higheƌ leǀel of pƌefeƌeŶĐe foƌ ŵoƌe 
seƌious sĐeŶaƌios iŶǀolǀiŶg iŶteƌaĐtioŶ ǁith a peƌsoŶ. 
ϴ.ϯ ‘esults seĐtioŶ three. EǆploriŶg relatioŶship ďetǁeeŶ attitude stǇle prefereŶĐes aŶd self-
reported offeŶdiŶg ďehaǀiour. 






Taďle ϴ.ϭϳ PearsoŶ͛s ĐorrelatioŶs ďetǁeeŶ AOSS aŶd Dϰϱ regioŶs 
 High gaiŶ oďjeĐtiǀe reasoŶs High gaiŶ eŵotiǀe reasoŶs Loǁ gaiŶ all regioŶs 
More serious Dϰϱ iteŵs .ϲϵϭ** .ϲϯϲ** .ϰϴϭ** 
Less serious Dϰϱ iteŵs .ϲϬϯ** .ϱϵϵ** .ϱϮϰ** 
IŶstruŵeŶtal Dϰϱ iteŵs .ϳϬϮ** .ϲϳϭ** .ϱϱϳ** 
Eǆpressiǀe Dϰϱ iteŵs .ϲϯϳ** .ϲϬϴ** .ϰϴϮ** 
**P<Ϭ.Ϭϭ 
Taďle ϴ.ϭϳ ƌeǀeals that eǀeƌǇ AO““ ƌegioŶ is sigŶifiĐaŶtlǇ Đoƌƌelated ǁith eǀeƌǇ Dϰϱ ƌegioŶ, hoǁeǀeƌ, 
theƌe is ǀaƌiatioŶ iŶ the stƌeŶgth of these ĐoƌƌelatioŶs. The High gaiŶ oďjeĐtiǀe ƌeasoŶ AO““ ƌegioŶ is 
ŵost highlǇ Đoƌƌelated ǁith the Dϰϱ IŶstƌuŵeŶtal aŶd Moƌe seƌiousŶess ƌegioŶs. This shoǁs that 
pƌefeƌeŶĐes toǁaƌds hǇpothetiĐal sĐeŶaƌios ǁhiĐh pƌoduĐe a higheƌ gaiŶ aƌe Đoƌƌelated ǁith 
offeŶdiŶg ďehaǀiouƌs ǁhiĐh aƌe ŵoƌe seƌious iŶ Ŷatuƌe. Fuƌtheƌŵoƌe, attitude pƌefeƌeŶĐes foƌ 
justifiĐatioŶs ǁhiĐh haǀe eǆteƌŶal ďeŶefits aƌe Đoƌƌelated ǁith self-ƌepoƌted offeŶdiŶg ďehaǀiouƌs 
ǁhiĐh aƌe Đaƌƌied out to aĐhieǀe a seĐoŶdaƌǇ goal. 
The High gaiŶ eŵotiǀe ƌeasoŶ AO““ ƌegioŶ is ŵost highlǇ Đoƌƌelated ǁith the IŶstƌuŵeŶtal aŶd Moƌe 
seƌiousŶess Dϰϱ ƌegioŶs. This deŵoŶstƌates that pƌefeƌeŶĐes toǁaƌds hǇpothetiĐal sĐeŶaƌios ǁhiĐh 
pƌoduĐe a higheƌ gaiŶ, aƌe Đoƌƌelated ǁith offeŶdiŶg ďehaǀiouƌs that aƌe ŵoƌe seƌious iŶ Ŷatuƌe. It 
also iŶdiĐates that hǇpothetiĐal pƌefeƌeŶĐes foƌ justifiĐatioŶs ǁhiĐh haǀe iŶteƌŶal ďeŶefits, aƌe 
Đoƌƌelated ǁith self-ƌepoƌted offeŶdiŶg ďehaǀiouƌs ǁhiĐh aƌe Đaƌƌied out to aĐhieǀe a seĐoŶdaƌǇ 
goal. 
The ĐoƌƌelatioŶs ďetǁeeŶ all Dϰϱ ƌegioŶs aŶd Loǁ gaiŶ all ƌeasoŶ AO““ ƌegioŶ aƌe ŵuĐh loǁeƌ. The 
Loǁ gaiŶ all ƌeasoŶ AO““ ƌegioŶ has the highest ĐoƌƌelatioŶ ǁith the IŶstƌuŵeŶtal aŶd Less 
seƌiousŶess Dϰϱ ƌegioŶs. This iŶdiĐates that pƌefeƌeŶĐes toǁaƌds hǇpothetiĐal sĐeŶaƌios ǁhiĐh 
pƌoduĐe a loǁeƌ gaiŶ aƌe Đoƌƌelated ǁith self-ƌepoƌted offeŶdiŶg ďehaǀiouƌs ǁhiĐh aƌe less seƌious. 
This also shoǁs that pƌefeƌeŶĐes foƌ hǇpothetiĐal loǁ gaiŶ sĐeŶaƌios aƌe also Đoƌƌelated ǁith offeŶĐes 
ǁhiĐh aƌe Đaƌƌied out to aĐhieǀe a seĐoŶdaƌǇ goal. 
This patteƌŶ of ĐoƌƌelatioŶs suggests that the hǇpothetiĐal stǇlistiĐ pƌefeƌeŶĐes ideŶtified ǁith the 
AO““ aƌe ƌefleĐtiǀe of the stǇles of Đƌiŵes iŶdiǀiduals haǀe ƌepoƌted iŶǀolǀeŵeŶt iŶ. It is Đleaƌ that 
positiǀe attitude toǁaƌds stǇles of Đƌiŵe aƌe Đoƌƌelated ǁith stǇles of Đƌiŵe aŶ iŶdiǀidual is likelǇ to 
haǀe ďeeŶ iŶǀolǀed iŶ. 
ϴ.ϰ ‘esults seĐtioŶ four. PrediĐtiŶg leǀel of self-reported offeŶdiŶg 
Tǁo ŵultiple ƌegƌessioŶs aƌe Đaƌƌied out iŶ oƌdeƌ to eǆaŵiŶe hoǁ ǁell pƌefeƌeŶĐes foƌ hǇpothetiĐal 
Đƌiŵe sĐeŶaƌio stǇles, aŶd iŶteƌpeƌsoŶal peƌsoŶalitǇ tǇpes, aƌe aďle to pƌediĐt leǀel of self-ƌepoƌted 
offeŶdiŶg ďehaǀiouƌ. The fiƌst ŵultiple ƌegƌessioŶ eǆaŵiŶes hoǁ ǁell the AO““ High gaiŶ oďjeĐtiǀe 
ƌeasoŶ, High gaiŶ eŵotiǀe ƌeasoŶ, aŶd Loǁ gaiŶ all ƌeasoŶ ƌegioŶs aƌe aďle to pƌediĐt total sĐoƌe oŶ 
the Dϰϱ sĐale. The seĐoŶd ŵultiple ƌegƌessioŶ eǆaŵiŶes hoǁ ǁell the FI‘O-B peƌsoŶalitǇ stǇles of 
Eǆpƌessed IŶĐlusioŶ, Eǆpƌessed CoŶtƌol, ‘eĐeiǀed IŶĐlusioŶ aŶd ‘eĐeiǀed CoŶtƌol, pƌediĐt total sĐoƌe 
oŶ the Dϰϱ sĐale. The fiŶal paƌt of this aŶalǇsis seĐtioŶ iŶǀestigates ǁhetheƌ aŶǇ of the FI‘O-B 
eleŵeŶts ŵodeƌates the ƌelatioŶship ďetǁeeŶ AO““ aŶd total sĐoƌe oŶ the Dϰϱ sĐale. 
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The fiƌst ŵultiple ƌegƌessioŶ looks at hoǁ ǁell eaĐh of the FI‘O-B eleŵeŶts pƌediĐt total Dϰϱ sĐoƌe. 
UsiŶg the EŶteƌ ŵethod, a sigŶifiĐaŶt ŵodel eŵeƌged F ;ϰ, ϭϮϵͿ = ϭϭ.ϳϱϵ, P<Ϭ.ϬϬϭ. Adjusted ‘ sƋuaƌe 
ǀalue = .ϭϳϱ, the sigŶifiĐaŶĐe leǀel of eaĐh eleŵeŶt is outliŶed iŶ the taďle ďeloǁ. 
Taďle ϴ.ϭϴ Multiple regressioŶ results, FI‘O-B eleŵeŶts prediĐtiŶg leǀel of Dϰϱ 
FI‘O eleŵeŶt Beta P 
Eǆpƌessed IŶĐlusioŶ .ϯϬϭ P<.ϬϬϬϭ 
Eǆpƌessed CoŶtƌol .Ϯϰϲ P<.Ϭϭ 
‘eĐeiǀed IŶĐlusioŶ -.ϯϯϴ P<.ϬϬϬϭ 
 
The seĐoŶd ŵultiple ƌegƌessioŶ looks at hoǁ ǁell eaĐh of the AO““ eleŵeŶts pƌediĐt total Dϰϱ. UsiŶg 
the EŶteƌ ŵethod, a sigŶifiĐaŶt ŵodel eŵeƌged F ;ϯ, ϭϮϭͿ = ϱϴ.ϰϭϬ, P<Ϭ.ϬϬϭ. Adjusted ‘ sƋuaƌe ǀalue = 
.ϱϯϮ, the sigŶifiĐaŶĐe leǀel of eaĐh eleŵeŶt is outliŶed iŶ the taďle ďeloǁ. 
Taďle ϴ.ϭϵ Multiple regressioŶ results, AOSS eleŵeŶts prediĐtiŶg leǀel of Dϰϱ 
AOSS eleŵeŶt Beta P 
High gaiŶ oďjeĐtiǀe reasoŶs .ϰϰϵ P<.ϬϬϬϭ 
High gaiŶ eŵotiǀe justifiĐatioŶs .Ϯϳϵ P<.ϬϬϱ 
Loǁ risk all reasoŶs .Ϭϲϴ Ŷs 
;The Loǁ ƌisk eleŵeŶt ǁas Ŷot a sigŶifiĐaŶt pƌediĐtoƌ iŶ this ŵodelͿ 
The path aŶalǇsis diagƌaŵs iŶ figuƌes ϴ.ϵ aŶd ϴ.ϭϬ ďeloǁ shoǁs the Đoŵplete ŵodel foƌ ďoth sĐales. 












Figure ϴ.ϭϬ Path ŵodel of AOSS eleŵeŶts prediĐtiŶg leǀel of Dϰϱ 
 
The path ŵodel shoǁŶ iŶ figuƌe ϴ.ϵ shoǁs that oǀeƌall, the AO““ eleŵeŶts ͚High gaiŶ oďjeĐtiǀe 
ƌeasoŶs ,͛ aŶd ͚High gaiŶ eŵotiǀe ƌeasoŶs ,͛ aƌe the ďest pƌediĐtoƌs of oǀeƌall leǀel of self-ƌepoƌted 
offeŶdiŶg as ŵeasuƌed ďǇ the Dϰϱ. This ŵeaŶs that pƌefeƌeŶĐes toǁaƌds high gaiŶ hǇpothetiĐal 
sĐeŶaƌios, ĐoŵďiŶed ǁith justifiĐatioŶs ǁhiĐh haǀe iŶteƌŶal oƌ eǆteƌŶal ďeŶefits, aƌe good at 
pƌediĐtiŶg oǀeƌall leǀel of self-ƌepoƌted offeŶdiŶg. 
The iŶteƌpeƌsoŶal peƌsoŶalitǇ stǇles of Eǆpƌessed aŶd ‘eĐeiǀed IŶĐlusioŶ aŶd Eǆpƌessed CoŶtƌol aƌe 
also good pƌediĐtoƌs of total Dϰϱ sĐoƌe. Theƌe is a positiǀe ƌelatioŶship ďetǁeeŶ Eǆpƌessed IŶĐlusioŶ 
aŶd Eǆpƌessed CoŶtƌol, aŶd the total Dϰϱ sĐoƌe. This ŵeaŶs that as the sĐoƌes foƌ the FI‘O eleŵeŶt 
iŶĐƌease, so too does the total leǀel of ƌepoƌted offeŶdiŶg. Hoǁeǀeƌ, theƌe is a Ŷegatiǀe ƌelatioŶship 
ďetǁeeŶ leǀel of ‘eĐeiǀed IŶĐlusioŶ aŶd the total Dϰϱ sĐoƌe. This ŵeaŶs that as leǀel of ‘eĐeiǀed 
IŶĐlusioŶ deĐƌeases, leǀel of ƌepoƌted offeŶdiŶg iŶĐƌeases. The AO““ eleŵeŶt loǁ ƌisk aŶd FI‘O gƌoup 
of ‘eĐeiǀed CoŶtƌol do Ŷot pƌediĐt oǀeƌall leǀel of ĐƌiŵiŶalitǇ ǁell. 
ϴ.ϱ The ŵoderatiŶg effeĐt of persoŶalitǇ stǇle oŶ the relatioŶship ďetǁeeŶ attitude stǇle 
prefereŶĐe aŶd total leǀel of self-reported deǀiaŶĐǇ. 
A seƋueŶtial ŵodeƌated ŵultiple ƌegƌessioŶ aŶalǇsis, as the ƌeĐoŵŵeŶded ŵethod foƌ testiŶg 
iŶteƌaĐtioŶ effeĐts ;CoheŶ aŶd CoheŶ, ϭϵϴϯͿ, ǁas applied iŶ oƌdeƌ to iŶǀestigate the pƌediĐtiǀe 
ƌelatioŶship ďetǁeeŶ attitude toǁaƌd Đƌiŵe stǇles ;High gaiŶ oďjeĐtiǀe ƌeasoŶ, High gaiŶ eŵotiǀe 
ƌeasoŶ, aŶd Loǁ gaiŶ all ƌeasoŶͿ aŶd the total leǀel of ĐƌiŵiŶal ďehaǀiouƌ that peƌsoŶ self-ƌepoƌts 
;DϰϱͿ, ǁhile eǆaŵiŶiŶg foƌ the ŵodeƌatiŶg ƌole of eaĐh of the fouƌ tǇpes of iŶteƌpeƌsoŶal peƌsoŶalitǇ 
;Eǆpƌessed IŶĐlusioŶ, Eǆpƌessed CoŶtƌol, ‘eĐeiǀed IŶĐlusioŶ & ‘eĐeiǀed CoŶtƌolͿ. Fouƌ sepaƌate 
ŵodels ǁeƌe speĐified aŶd eŵpiƌiĐallǇ tested ǁith all pƌediĐtoƌ aŶd ŵodeƌatoƌ ǀaƌiaďles ďeiŶg 
ĐeŶtƌed as suggested ďǇ AikeŶ aŶd West ;ϭϵϵϭͿ. The puƌpose of ĐeŶteƌiŶg eaĐh of the suď-sĐales is to 
ƌeduĐe the ĐoƌƌelatioŶs ďetǁeeŶ the iŶteƌaĐtioŶ teƌŵs aŶd the pƌediĐtoƌs, so that eaĐh of the 
pƌediĐtoƌs aƌe distiŶguishaďle fƌoŵ the iŶteƌaĐtioŶs. The pƌoĐess of ĐeŶteƌiŶg pƌoǀides a ŵeaŶiŶgful 
zeƌo poiŶt foƌ eaĐh of the pƌediĐtoƌs aŶd ŵodeƌatoƌs iŶ the ŵodel. All of the ŵodeƌatioŶ aŶalǇses 






Taďle ϴ.ϮϬ Taďle of ŵoderatiŶg effeĐts of Eǆpressed IŶĐlusioŶ 
 ‘ ‘Ϯ B SE β t 
Step ϭ .ϳϯϲ .ϱϰϭ     
High gaiŶ oďjeĐtiǀe ƌeasoŶ ;IͿ   .ϰϱϰ .Ϭϳϴ .ϰϱϰ ϱ.ϴϮ** 
High gaiŶ eŵotiǀe ƌeasoŶ ;EͿ   .Ϯϲϲ .Ϭϴϯ .Ϯϲϲ ϯ.ϮϬ* 
Loǁ gaiŶ all ƌeasoŶ ;LͿ   .Ϭϳϭ .Ϭϲϵ .Ϭϳϭ ϭ.Ϭϯ 
Eǆpƌessed IŶĐlusioŶ ;EIͿ   .Ϭϰϱ .ϬϱϬ .Ϭϰϱ .ϵϭϮ 
Step Ϯ .ϳϯϳ .ϱϰϯ     
High gaiŶ oďjeĐtiǀe ƌeasoŶ   .ϲϰϯ .Ϭϳϵ .ϰϲϯ ϱ.ϴϲ** 
High gaiŶ eŵotiǀe ƌeasoŶ   .Ϯϱϰ .Ϭϴϰ .Ϯϱϰ ϯ.Ϭϯ* 
Loǁ gaiŶ all ƌeasoŶ   .Ϭϲϰ .ϬϳϬ .Ϭϲϰ .ϵϮ 
Eǆpƌessed IŶĐlusioŶ   .Ϭϱϲ .Ϭϱϯ .Ϭϱϲ ϭ.Ϭϳ 
I X EI   -.Ϭϲϰ .ϬϴϮ -.Ϭϳϵ .ϳϴ 
E X EI   .Ϭϲϲ .Ϭϳϲ .Ϭϲϴ .ϴϳϭ 
L X EI   .Ϭϯϵ .-Ϭϲϴ .Ϭϰϱ ϱ.ϲϵ 
 * p<Ϭ.Ϭϱ, **p<.ϬϬϭ leǀel. 
UsiŶg the “tepǁise ŵethod, step oŶe of the ŵodel is sigŶifiĐaŶt F ;ϰ, ϭϵϰͿ = ϭϬϳ.ϭϮ; p < .ϬϬϭ, adjusted 
‘ sƋuaƌe ǀalue = .ϱϰϭ.  “tep tǁo of the ŵodel is also sigŶifiĐaŶt F ;ϳ, ϭϵϭͿ = ϭϬϳ.ϲϭ; p < .ϬϬϭ, adjusted ‘ 
sƋuaƌe ǀalue = .ϱϰϯ. ‘Ϯ ChaŶge = .ϬϬϮ; F ;ϯ, ϭϵϭͿ = .ϯϰϴ; p = .ϳϵϬ. 
The fiƌst ŵodel ĐoŶsideƌs the ŵodeƌatiŶg ƌole of Eǆpƌessed IŶĐlusioŶ. IŶ step oŶe of the seƋueŶtial 
ŵodeƌated ŵultiple ƌegƌessioŶ, fouƌ pƌediĐtoƌs ǁeƌe eŶteƌed: High gaiŶ oďjeĐtiǀe ƌeasoŶ, High gaiŶ 
eŵotiǀe ƌeasoŶ, Loǁ gaiŶ all ƌeasoŶ, aŶd Eǆpƌessed IŶĐlusioŶ. This ŵodel is statistiĐallǇ sigŶifiĐaŶt 
aŶd eǆplaiŶs ϱϰ.ϭ% of ǀaƌiaŶĐe iŶ leǀels of self-ƌepoƌted offeŶdiŶg. Tǁo of the fouƌ pƌediĐtoƌs aƌe 
sigŶifiĐaŶt, ďoth High gaiŶ oďjeĐtiǀe ƌeasoŶ aŶd High gaiŶ eŵotiǀe ƌeasoŶ ǁeƌe statistiĐallǇ 
sigŶifiĐaŶt pƌediĐtoƌs, ǁheƌeas Loǁ gaiŶ all ƌeasoŶ aŶd Eǆpƌessed IŶĐlusioŶ aƌe Ŷot. 
The fiŶal step ĐoŶsists of eŶteƌiŶg the iŶteƌaĐtioŶ teƌŵs, ĐodiŶg iŶteƌaĐtioŶs ďetǁeeŶ Eǆpƌessed 
IŶĐlusioŶ aŶd all thƌee attitude tǇpes. Afteƌ the eŶtƌǇ of the iŶteƌaĐtioŶ effeĐts, the ŵodel as a ǁhole 
eǆplaiŶed ϱϰ.ϯ% of ǀaƌiaŶĐe iŶ leǀel of self-ƌepoƌted offeŶdiŶg ;DϰϱͿ. The additioŶ of the iŶteƌaĐtioŶ 
effeĐts at “tep Ϯ oŶlǇ aĐĐouŶted foƌ aŶ additioŶal Ϭ.Ϯ% of ǀaƌiaŶĐe iŶ leǀels of Dϰϱ, this ĐhaŶge is Ŷot 
statistiĐallǇ sigŶifiĐaŶt.  No eŵpiƌiĐal eǀideŶĐe is fouŶd to iŶdiĐate that leǀel of Eǆpƌessed IŶĐlusioŶ 
diƌeĐtlǇ iŵpaĐts oŶ leǀels of Dϰϱ, oƌ ŵodeƌates the ƌelatioŶship ďetǁeeŶ aŶǇ attitude stǇle 











Taďle ϴ.Ϯϭ Taďle of ŵoderatiŶg effeĐts of Eǆpressed CoŶtrol 
 ‘ ‘Ϯ B SE β t 
Step ϭ .ϳϯϴ .ϱϰϱ     
High gaiŶ oďjeĐtiǀe ƌeasoŶ ;IͿ   .ϰϭϴ .Ϭϳϵ .ϰϭϴ ϱ.ϯϮ** 
High gaiŶ eŵotiǀe ƌeasoŶ ;EͿ   .Ϯϴϭ .ϬϴϬ .Ϯϴϭ ϯ.ϱϬ** 
Loǁ gaiŶ all ƌeasoŶ ;LͿ   .Ϭϲϳ .Ϭϲϴ .Ϭϲϳ .ϵϵ 
Eǆpƌessed CoŶtƌol ;ECͿ   .Ϭϴϰ .Ϭϱϭ .Ϭϴϰ ϭ.ϲϯ 
Step Ϯ .ϳϰϭ .ϱϰϵ     
High gaiŶ oďjeĐtiǀe ƌeasoŶ   .ϯϴϰ .Ϭϴϲ .ϯϴϰ ϰ.ϰϲ** 
High gaiŶ eŵotiǀe ƌeasoŶ   .Ϯϵϴ .Ϭϴϯ .Ϯϵϴ ϯ.ϱϴ** 
Loǁ gaiŶ all ƌeasoŶ   .Ϭϲϴ .Ϭϳϯ .Ϭϲϴ .ϵϯϰ 
Eǆpƌessed CoŶtƌol   .Ϭϳϵ .ϬϱϮ .Ϭϳϵ ϭ.ϱϭ 
I X EC   -.ϬϭϮ .Ϭϲϵ -.Ϭϭϲ -.ϭϴϬ 
E X EC   .Ϭϰϴ .Ϭϲϳ .Ϭϱϳ .ϳϬϴ 
L X EC   .Ϭϯϭ .Ϭϲϯ .Ϭϯϯ .ϰϴϮ 
* p<Ϭ.Ϭϱ, **p<.ϬϬϭ leǀel. 
UsiŶg the “tepǁise ŵethod, step oŶe of the ŵodel is sigŶifiĐaŶt F ;ϰ, ϭϵϴͿ = ϱϵ.ϯϮ; p < .ϬϬϭ. “tep tǁo 
of the ŵodel is also sigŶifiĐaŶt F ;ϳ, ϭϵϱͿ = ϯϯ.ϵϰ; p <Ϭ.ϬϬϭ, ;‘Ϯ ChaŶge = .ϬϬϮ; F ;ϯ, ϭϵϱͿ = .ϱϴϳ; p = 
.ϲϮϰͿ. 
The seĐoŶd ŵodel ĐoŶsideƌs the ŵodeƌatiŶg ƌole of Eǆpƌessed CoŶtƌol. IŶ the fiƌst step, fouƌ 
pƌediĐtoƌs aƌe eŶteƌed: High gaiŶ oďjeĐtiǀe ƌeasoŶ, High gaiŶ eŵotiǀe ƌeasoŶ, Loǁ gaiŶ all ƌeasoŶ aŶd 
Eǆpƌessed CoŶtƌol. This ŵodel ǁas statistiĐallǇ sigŶifiĐaŶt aŶd eǆplaiŶs ϱϰ.ϱ% of ǀaƌiaŶĐe iŶ Dϰϱ leǀel. 
Tǁo of the fouƌ ǀaƌiaďles iŶ the ŵodel aƌe statistiĐallǇ sigŶifiĐaŶt, High gaiŶ oďjeĐtiǀe ƌeasoŶ aŶd 
High gaiŶ eŵotiǀe ƌeasoŶ eleŵeŶts aƌe sigŶifiĐaŶt.  
The fiŶal step ĐoŶsists of eŶteƌiŶg the iŶteƌaĐtioŶ ďetǁeeŶ Eǆpƌessed CoŶtƌol aŶd all thƌee attitude 
stǇle pƌefeƌeŶĐes. Afteƌ the eŶtƌǇ of the iŶteƌaĐtioŶ effeĐts, the ŵodel eǆplaiŶed ϱϰ.ϵ% of ǀaƌiaŶĐe iŶ 
self-ƌepoƌted offeŶdiŶg. The additioŶ of the iŶteƌaĐtioŶ effeĐts at “tep Ϯ oŶlǇ aĐĐouŶted foƌ aŶ 
additioŶal Ϭ.ϯ% of ǀaƌiaŶĐe iŶ leǀels of Dϰϱ, this ĐhaŶge is Ŷot statistiĐallǇ sigŶifiĐaŶt. No eŵpiƌiĐal 
eǀideŶĐe is fouŶd that leǀel of Eǆpƌessed CoŶtƌol diƌeĐtlǇ iŵpaĐt oŶ leǀels of Dϰϱ, oƌ ŵodeƌates the 












Taďle ϴ.ϮϮ Taďle of ŵoderatiŶg effeĐts of ‘eĐeiǀed IŶĐlusioŶ 
 ‘ ‘Ϯ B SE β t 
Step ϭ .ϳϰϬ .ϱϰϳ     
High gaiŶ oďjeĐtiǀe ƌeasoŶ ;IͿ   .ϰϯϱ .Ϭϳϳ .ϰϯϱ ϱ.ϲϲ** 
High gaiŶ eŵotiǀe ƌeasoŶ ;EͿ   .Ϯϵϭ .Ϭϴϭ .Ϯϵϭ ϯ.ϲϭ** 
Loǁ gaiŶ all ƌeasoŶ ;LͿ   .Ϭϱϳ .Ϭϲϴ .Ϭϱϳ .ϴϯϮ 
‘eĐeiǀed IŶĐlusioŶ ;‘IͿ   -.Ϭϵϭ .Ϭϰϵ -.Ϭϵϭ -ϭ.ϴϳ 
Step Ϯ .ϳϰϰ .ϱϱϰ     
High gaiŶ oďjeĐtiǀe ƌeasoŶ   .ϰϯϬ .Ϭϳϵ .ϰϯϬ ϱ.ϰϰ** 
High gaiŶ eŵotiǀe ƌeasoŶ   .Ϯϲϴ .Ϭϵϯ .Ϯϲϴ ϯ.ϮϮ* 
Loǁ gaiŶ all ƌeasoŶ   .Ϭϳϴ .ϬϳϬ .Ϭϳϴ ϭ.ϭϭ 
‘eĐeiǀed IŶĐlusioŶ   -.Ϭϵϯ .ϬϱϬ -.Ϭϵϯ -ϭ.ϴϲ 
I X ‘I   -.Ϭϭϱ .Ϭϲϳ -.ϬϮϬ -.ϮϮϵ 
E X ‘I   -.Ϭϴϰ .Ϭϲϱ -.ϭϬϭ -ϭ.Ϯϵ 
L X ‘I   .Ϭϲϭ .Ϭϲϭ .Ϭϳϲ .ϵϵϲ 
* p<Ϭ.Ϭϱ, **p<.ϬϬϭ leǀel. 
UsiŶg the “tepǁise ŵethod, step oŶe of the ŵodel is sigŶifiĐaŶt F ;ϰ, ϭϵϲͿ = ϱϵ.ϭϵ; p < .ϬϬϭ. “tep Ϯ of 
the ŵodel ǁas also sigŶifiĐaŶt F ;ϳ, ϭϵϯͿ = ϯϰ.ϮϮϱ; p < .ϬϬϭ, ‘Ϯ ChaŶge = .ϬϬϳ; F ;ϯ, ϭϵϯͿ = .ϵϳϰ; p = 
.ϰϬϲ. 
The thiƌd ŵodel ĐoŶsideƌs the ŵodeƌatiŶg ƌole of ‘eĐeiǀed IŶĐlusioŶ. OŶĐe agaiŶ, fouƌ pƌediĐtoƌs 
ǁeƌe eŶteƌed: High gaiŶ oďjeĐtiǀe ƌeasoŶ, High gaiŶ eŵotiǀe ƌeasoŶ, Loǁ gaiŶ all ƌeasoŶ aŶd 
‘eĐeiǀed IŶĐlusioŶ. This ŵodel is statistiĐallǇ sigŶifiĐaŶt aŶd eǆplaiŶs ϱϰ.ϳ% of ǀaƌiaŶĐe iŶ leǀels of 
Dϰϱ. Tǁo eleŵeŶts aƌe fouŶd to ďe sigŶifiĐaŶt pƌediĐtoƌs of total leǀel of self-ƌepoƌted Đƌiŵe; High 
gaiŶ oďjeĐtiǀe ƌeasoŶ aŶd High gaiŶ eŵotiǀe ƌeasoŶ.  
The fiŶal step ĐoŶsideƌs the ŵodeƌatiŶg effeĐt of ‘eĐeiǀed IŶĐlusioŶ oŶ all thƌee attitude stǇle 
pƌefeƌeŶĐes. Afteƌ the eŶtƌǇ of the iŶteƌaĐtioŶ effeĐts, the ŵodel as a ǁhole eǆplaiŶed ϱϱ.ϰ% of 
ǀaƌiaŶĐe iŶ leǀels of Dϰϱ. The additioŶ of the iŶteƌaĐtioŶ effeĐts at “tep Ϯ oŶlǇ aĐĐouŶted foƌ aŶ 
additioŶal Ϭ.ϳ% of ǀaƌiaŶĐe iŶ leǀels of Dϰϱ, aŶd this ĐhaŶge is Ŷot statistiĐallǇ sigŶifiĐaŶt. No 
eŵpiƌiĐal eǀideŶĐe is fouŶd to suggest that ‘eĐeiǀed IŶĐlusioŶ has a diƌeĐt iŵpaĐt oƌ ŵodeƌates the 












Taďle ϴ.Ϯϯ Taďle of ŵoderatiŶg effeĐts of ‘eĐeiǀed CoŶtrol 
 ‘ ‘Ϯ B SE β t 
Step ϭ .ϳϯϰ .ϱϯϵ     
High gaiŶ oďjeĐtiǀe ƌeasoŶ ;IͿ   .ϰϱϬ .Ϭϳϳ .ϰϱϬ ϱ.ϴϮ** 
High gaiŶ eŵotiǀe ƌeasoŶ ;EͿ   .Ϯϳϵ .ϬϴϬ .Ϯϳϵ ϯ.ϰϲ** 
Loǁ gaiŶ all ƌeasoŶ ;LͿ   .Ϭϲϴ .Ϭϲϴ .Ϭϲϴ ϭ.Ϭϭ 
‘eĐeiǀed CoŶtƌol ;‘CͿ   -.ϬϬϲ .ϬϱϬ -.ϬϬϲ -.ϭϭϴ 
Step Ϯ .ϳϰϴ .ϱϲϬ     
High gaiŶ oďjeĐtiǀe ƌeasoŶ   .ϯϵϴ .Ϭϳϵ .ϯϵϴ ϱ.Ϭϲ** 
High gaiŶ eŵotiǀe ƌeasoŶ   .ϮϴϮ .Ϭϳϵ .ϮϴϮ ϯ.ϱϱ** 
Loǁ gaiŶ all ƌeasoŶ   .Ϭϴϯ .Ϭϲϳ .Ϭϴϯ ϭ.Ϯϰ 
‘eĐeiǀed CoŶtƌol   -.Ϭϯϴ .Ϭϱϭ -.Ϭϯϴ -.ϳϯϱ 
I X ‘C   .ϭϯϱ .Ϭϲϱ .ϭϳϵ Ϯ.Ϭϲ* 
E X ‘C   -.Ϭϲϰ .Ϭϲϵ -.ϬϴϮ -.ϵϮϱ 
L X ‘C   .Ϭϰϰ .Ϭϱϵ .Ϭϱϰ .ϳϰϵ 
* p<Ϭ.Ϭϱ, **p<.ϬϬϭ leǀel. 
UsiŶg the stepǁise ŵethod, step oŶe of the ŵodel is sigŶifiĐaŶt F ;ϰ, ϮϬϬͿ = ϱϴ.ϰϳ; p < .ϬϬϭ. “tep tǁo 
is also sigŶifiĐaŶt F ;ϳ, ϭϵϳͿ = ϯϱ.ϴϯϯ; p < .ϬϬϭ, ‘Ϯ ChaŶge = .ϬϮϭ; F ;ϯ, ϭϵϳͿ = ϯ.ϭϰϭ; p = .ϬϮϲ. 
The fouƌth ŵodel ĐoŶsideƌs the ŵodeƌatiŶg ƌole of ‘eĐeiǀed CoŶtƌol. IŶ the fiƌst step, fouƌ pƌediĐtoƌs 
aƌe eŶteƌed: High gaiŶ oďjeĐtiǀe ƌeasoŶ, High gaiŶ eŵotiǀe ƌeasoŶ, Loǁ gaiŶ all ƌeasoŶ aŶd ‘eĐeiǀed 
CoŶtƌol. This ŵodel ǁas statistiĐallǇ sigŶifiĐaŶt aŶd eǆplaiŶs ϱϯ.ϵ% of ǀaƌiaŶĐe iŶ leǀels of Dϰϱ. Tǁo 
eleŵeŶts aƌe sigŶifiĐaŶt pƌediĐtoƌs iŶ the ŵodel; High gaiŶ oďjeĐtiǀe ƌeasoŶ aŶd High gaiŶ eŵotiǀe 
ƌeasoŶ.   
The fiŶal step ĐoŶsists of eŶteƌiŶg the iŶteƌaĐtioŶ teƌŵs ďetǁeeŶ ‘eĐeiǀed CoŶtƌol aŶd all thƌee 
attitude pƌefeƌeŶĐes. Afteƌ the eŶtƌǇ of the iŶteƌaĐtioŶ effeĐts, the ŵodel as a ǁhole eǆplaiŶs ϱϲ% of 
ǀaƌiaŶĐe iŶ leǀel of self-ƌepoƌted offeŶdiŶg. The additioŶ of the iŶteƌaĐtioŶ effeĐts at “tep Ϯ aĐĐouŶts 
foƌ aŶ additioŶal Ϯ.ϭ% of ǀaƌiaŶĐe iŶ leǀels of Dϰϱ, this additioŶal ǀaƌiaŶĐe is statistiĐallǇ sigŶifiĐaŶt. 
OŶe statistiĐallǇ sigŶifiĐaŶt ŵodeƌatiŶg effeĐt ǁas oďseƌǀed foƌ the iŶteƌaĐtioŶ ďetǁeeŶ High gaiŶ 
oďjeĐtiǀe ƌeasoŶ aŶd ‘eĐeiǀed CoŶtƌol. This iŶdiĐates that the iŵpaĐt of High gaiŶ oďjeĐtiǀe ƌeasoŶ 
oŶ leǀels of Dϰϱ, depeŶds upoŶ the leǀels of ‘eĐeiǀed CoŶtƌol.  
A slope test eǆploƌes ǁhetheƌ the ƌegƌessioŶ ǁeight foƌ high oƌ loǁ leǀels of the ŵodeƌatoƌ is 
sigŶifiĐaŶtlǇ diffeƌeŶt fƌoŵ zeƌo. As theƌe aƌe aŶ iŶfiŶite Ŷuŵďeƌ of slopes that Đould ďe Đoŵputed 
foƌ diffeƌeŶt ĐoŵďiŶatioŶs of High gaiŶ oďjeĐtiǀe ƌeasoŶ aŶd ‘eĐeiǀed CoŶtƌol, leǀels of ‘eĐeiǀed 
CoŶtƌol aƌe ĐalĐulated to ƌepƌeseŶt high leǀels ;+ϭ “DͿ, oƌ loǁ leǀels ;-ϭ “DͿ. The slope test 
iŶǀestigates hoǁ high, ŵediuŵ, aŶd loǁ leǀels of ‘eĐeiǀed CoŶtƌol ŵodeƌate the ƌelatioŶship 
ďetǁeeŶ High gaiŶ oďjeĐtiǀe ƌeasoŶ attitude stǇle pƌefeƌeŶĐe, aŶd total sĐoƌe oŶ the Dϰϱ ;see CoheŶ 
aŶd CoheŶ, ϭϵϴϯ; JaĐĐaƌd, Tuƌƌisi aŶd WaŶ, ϭϵϵϬͿ. 
CaŶteƌ & YouŶgs ;ϮϬϬϵͿ suggest that the ƌelatioŶship ďetǁeeŶ aĐtioŶs aŶd ĐhaƌaĐteƌistiĐs ĐaŶ ďe 
thought of as a seƌies of ͚if-theŶ͛ stateŵeŶts. Hoǁeǀeƌ, huŵaŶ ďehaǀiouƌ is Đoŵpleǆ aŶd ŵulti-
faĐeted, aŶd stateŵeŶts suĐh as this ŵaǇ ďe too siŵplistiĐ. It is possiďle that the ƌesults shoǁŶ iŶ 
figuƌe ϴ.ϭϭ ĐaŶ ďe desĐƌiďed iŶ a seƌies of ͚if – aŶd- theŶ͛ stateŵeŶts. AŶ eǆaŵple of suĐh a 
stateŵeŶt ǁould ďe, ͚If aŶ iŶdiǀidual has ͚ǆ͛ leǀel of ‘eĐeiǀed CoŶtƌol, aŶd ͚Ǉ͛ leǀel of attitude 
toǁaƌds High gaiŶ oďjeĐtiǀe ƌeasoŶ aĐts, theŶ leǀel of self-ƌepoƌted offeŶdiŶg is likelǇ to ďe ͚z .͛͛  Tǁo 
stateŵeŶts ǁould ďe pƌoduĐed foƌ eaĐh leǀel of ‘eĐeiǀed CoŶtƌol/ High gaiŶ oďjeĐtiǀe ƌeasoŶ. 
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Figure ϴ.ϭϭ Graph shoǁiŶg ŵoderatiŶg effeĐts of high ŵediuŵ aŶd loǁ leǀels of ‘eĐeiǀed CoŶtrol 
 
Taďle ϴ.Ϯϰ T tests aŶd ďeta ǁeights for slope test 
 t p β 
High leǀels of reĐeiǀed ĐoŶtrol Ϯ.ϴϭϰϲϰϲ <Ϭ.ϬϬϱ ϭ.ϳϱ 
Mediuŵ leǀels of reĐeiǀed ĐoŶtrol ϱ.ϭϯϴϭϱϳϵ <Ϭ.ϬϬϬϭ Ϭ.ϰϬ 
Loǁ leǀels of reĐeiǀed ĐoŶtrol -ϭ.ϰϱϳϰϱϰ N“ -Ϭ.ϵϱ 
 
ϴ.ϱ.ϭ ModeratiŶg effeĐts of high leǀels of ‘eĐeiǀed CoŶtrol. 
Figuƌe ϴ.ϭϭ aďoǀe shoǁs the ƌesults of the slope test; eaĐh of the liŶes ƌepƌeseŶts a diffeƌeŶt leǀel of 
‘eĐeiǀed CoŶtƌol. The liŶe ŵaƌked ǁith a sƋuaƌe shape at eaĐh eŶd ƌepƌeseŶts high leǀels of 
‘eĐeiǀed CoŶtƌol ;i.e. those ǁho sĐoƌe ϭ “D aďoǀe the oǀeƌall ŵeaŶͿ. The liŶe ŵaƌked ǁith tƌiaŶgles 
at eitheƌ eŶd ƌepƌeseŶts ŵediuŵ leǀel of ‘eĐeiǀed CoŶtƌol ;i.e. those ǁho sĐoƌed Đlose to the oǀeƌall 
ŵeaŶͿ. FiŶallǇ, the liŶe ŵaƌked ǁith a Đƌoss at eitheƌ eŶd ƌepƌeseŶts loǁ leǀels of ‘eĐeiǀed CoŶtƌol 
;i.e. those ǁho sĐoƌe ϭ “D ďeloǁ the oǀeƌall ŵeaŶͿ. 
The ƌesults suggest that ǁheŶ a peƌsoŶ has aďoǀe aǀeƌage leǀels of ‘eĐeiǀed CoŶtƌol, theƌe is a 
positiǀe ƌelatioŶship ďetǁeeŶ sĐoƌe oŶ ͚High gaiŶ oďjeĐtiǀe ƌeasoŶ͛ aŶd leǀel of ƌepoƌted offeŶdiŶg 
;Dϰϱ sĐoƌeͿ. The β ǁeight foƌ this ƌegƌessioŶ liŶe, shoǁŶ iŶ taďle ϴ.Ϯϰ, is ϭ.ϳϱ ǁhiĐh is sigŶifiĐaŶt. 
Moƌe speĐifiĐallǇ, those ǁho feel ŵoƌe ĐoŶtƌolled ďǇ otheƌs aŶd shoǁ a higheƌ leǀel of pƌefeƌeŶĐe 
toǁaƌds high gaiŶ sĐeŶaƌios ǁhiĐh aƌe Đaƌƌied out foƌ oďjeĐtiǀe ƌeasoŶs ;to get aǁaǇ ǁith itͿ aƌe likelǇ 
to ƌepoƌt a higheƌ leǀel of iŶǀolǀeŵeŶt iŶ pƌeǀious ĐƌiŵiŶal aŶd deǀiaŶt eǀeŶts. 
As suggested aďoǀe, this ƌelatioŶship Đould ďe desĐƌiďed iŶ teƌŵs of tǁo ͚if, aŶd, theŶ͛ stateŵeŶts: 
If aŶ iŶdiǀidual has a high leǀel of ‘eĐeiǀed CoŶtƌol, aŶd loǁ leǀel of attitude toǁaƌds High 
gaiŶ oďjeĐtiǀe ƌeasoŶ aĐts, theŶ leǀel of self-ƌepoƌted offeŶdiŶg is likelǇ to ďe loǁ. 
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If aŶ iŶdiǀidual has high leǀel of ‘eĐeiǀed CoŶtƌol, aŶd high leǀel of attitude toǁaƌds High 
gaiŶ oďjeĐtiǀe ƌeasoŶ aĐts, theŶ leǀel of self-ƌepoƌted offeŶdiŶg is likelǇ to ďe high. 
ϴ.ϱ.Ϯ ModeratiŶg effeĐt of ŵediuŵ leǀels of ‘eĐeiǀed CoŶtrol. 
The ƌesults suggest that ǁheŶ a peƌsoŶ has aŶ aǀeƌage leǀel of ‘eĐeiǀed CoŶtƌol, theƌe is a positiǀe 
ƌelatioŶship ďetǁeeŶ sĐoƌe oŶ ͚High gaiŶ oďjeĐtiǀe ƌeasoŶ͛ aŶd leǀel of ƌepoƌted offeŶdiŶg ;Dϰϱ 
sĐoƌeͿ. The β ǁeight foƌ this ƌegƌessioŶ liŶe, shoǁŶ iŶ taďle ϴ.Ϯϰ is .ϰϬ ǁhiĐh is sigŶifiĐaŶt. This liŶe 
also shoǁs a positiǀe ƌelatioŶship ďetǁeeŶ ͚High gaiŶ oďjeĐtiǀe ƌeasoŶ͛ aŶd leǀel of Dϰϱ. Hoǁeǀeƌ 
this ƌelatioŶship is Ŷot as stƌoŶg as higheƌ leǀels of ‘eĐeiǀed CoŶtƌol.  IŶ otheƌ ǁoƌds, those ǁho feel 
soŵeǁhat ĐoŶtƌolled ďǇ otheƌs aŶd shoǁ a higheƌ leǀel of pƌefeƌeŶĐe toǁaƌds high gaiŶ sĐeŶaƌios 
ǁhiĐh aƌe Đaƌƌied out foƌ oďjeĐtiǀe ƌeasoŶs ;to get aǁaǇ ǁith itͿ, aƌe likelǇ to ƌepoƌt a higheƌ leǀel of 
iŶǀolǀeŵeŶt iŶ pƌeǀious ĐƌiŵiŶal aŶd deǀiaŶt eǀeŶts.  
As suggested aďoǀe, this ƌelatioŶship Đould ďe desĐƌiďed iŶ teƌŵs of tǁo ͚if, aŶd, theŶ͛ stateŵeŶts: 
If aŶ iŶdiǀidual has a Mediuŵ leǀel of ‘eĐeiǀed CoŶtƌol, aŶd loǁ leǀel of attitude toǁaƌds 
High gaiŶ oďjeĐtiǀe ƌeasoŶ aĐts, theŶ leǀel of self-ƌepoƌted offeŶdiŶg is likelǇ to ďe loǁ. 
If aŶ iŶdiǀidual has Mediuŵ leǀel of ‘eĐeiǀed CoŶtƌol, aŶd high leǀel of attitude toǁaƌds High 
gaiŶ oďjeĐtiǀe ƌeasoŶ aĐts, theŶ leǀel of self-ƌepoƌted offeŶdiŶg is likelǇ to ďe high.   
ϴ.ϱ.ϯ ModeratiŶg effeĐt of loǁ leǀels of ‘eĐeiǀed CoŶtrol. 
WheŶ leǀel of ‘eĐeiǀed CoŶtƌol is ďeloǁ aǀeƌage, the β ǁeight, shoǁŶ iŶ taďle ϴ.Ϯϰ is -.ϵϱ ǁhiĐh is 
Ŷot sigŶifiĐaŶt. IŶteƌestiŶglǇ though, this liŶe iŶdiĐates a Ŷegatiǀe ƌelatioŶship ďetǁeeŶ sĐoƌe oŶ 
͚High gaiŶ oďjeĐtiǀe ƌeasoŶ͛ aŶd total Dϰϱ sĐoƌe. This ƌesult iŶdiĐates that ǁheŶ a peƌsoŶ has ďeloǁ 
aǀeƌage leǀels of ‘eĐeiǀed CoŶtƌol, theƌe is a Ŷegatiǀe ƌelatioŶship ďetǁeeŶ sĐoƌe oŶ High gaiŶ 
oďjeĐtiǀe ƌeasoŶ aŶd total sĐoƌe oŶ Dϰϱ. IŶ otheƌ ǁoƌds, those ǁho feel that otheƌ people do Ŷot 
ĐoŶtƌol theŵ ďut sĐoƌe high oŶ ͚High gaiŶ oďjeĐtiǀe ƌeasoŶ͛ theǇ aƌe likelǇ to ƌepoƌt loǁeƌ leǀels of 
iŶǀolǀeŵeŶt iŶ pƌeǀious ĐƌiŵiŶal aŶd deǀiaŶt aĐts. 
As suggested aďoǀe, this ƌelatioŶship Đould ďe desĐƌiďed iŶ teƌŵs of tǁo ͚if, aŶd, theŶ͛ stateŵeŶts:  
If aŶ iŶdiǀidual has a loǁ leǀel of ‘eĐeiǀed CoŶtƌol, aŶd loǁ leǀel of attitude toǁaƌds High 
gaiŶ oďjeĐtiǀe ƌeasoŶ aĐts, theŶ leǀel of self-ƌepoƌted offeŶdiŶg is likelǇ to ďe high. 
If aŶ iŶdiǀidual has loǁ leǀel of ‘eĐeiǀed CoŶtƌol, aŶd high leǀel of attitude toǁaƌds High gaiŶ 
oďjeĐtiǀe ƌeasoŶ aĐts, theŶ leǀel of self-ƌepoƌted offeŶdiŶg is likelǇ to ďe loǁ.  







Figure ϴ.ϭϮ SĐheŵatiĐ represeŶtatioŶ of ĐurǀiliŶear relatioŶship ďetǁeeŶ leǀel of ͚High gaiŶ 
oďjeĐtiǀe reasoŶ͛ aŶd leǀel of Dϰϱ, ŵoderated ďǇ differeŶt leǀels of ‘eĐeiǀed CoŶtrol. 
 
Figuƌe ϴ.ϭϮ aďoǀe, is a sĐheŵatiĐ ƌepƌeseŶtatioŶ of the slope test iŶ fig ϴ.ϭϭ. The sĐheŵatiĐ shoǁs 
the ǁaǇ iŶ ǁhiĐh deĐƌeasiŶg leǀels of ‘eĐeiǀed CoŶtƌol, ŵodeƌate the ƌelatioŶship ďetǁeeŶ attitude 
aŶd leǀel of ƌepoƌted offeŶdiŶg. The sĐheŵatiĐ shoǁs that leǀels of ‘eĐeiǀed CoŶtƌol Đƌeate a 
ĐuƌǀiliŶeaƌ ƌelatioŶship ďetǁeeŶ attitude foƌ this stǇle of sĐeŶaƌio aŶd self-ƌepoƌted offeŶdiŶg leǀel. 
The iŶǀeƌted U shape shoǁs that ǁhile leǀels of ‘eĐeiǀed CoŶtƌol aƌe high oƌ ŵediuŵ theƌe is a 
positiǀe ƌelatioŶship ďetǁeeŶ attitude aŶd offeŶdiŶg leǀels. IŶ otheƌ ǁoƌds, as leǀel of attitude 
toǁaƌds this stǇle of sĐeŶaƌio iŶĐƌeases, so too does the leǀel of ƌepoƌted offeŶdiŶg. OŶĐe leǀels of 
‘eĐeiǀed CoŶtƌol ďegiŶ to deĐliŶe, theƌe is a Ŷegatiǀe ƌelatioŶship ďetǁeeŶ attitude aŶd offeŶdiŶg 
leǀels. This ŵeaŶs that as leǀel of attitude iŶĐƌeases, leǀel of ƌepoƌted offeŶdiŶg deĐƌeases. 
This suggests that ǁheŶ iŶdiǀiduals feel ĐoŶtƌolled ďǇ otheƌs, aŶd theiƌ leǀels of pƌefeƌeŶĐe toǁaƌds 
the hǇpothetiĐal Đƌiŵe sĐeŶaƌios iŶĐƌease, so too does theiƌ leǀel of self-ƌepoƌted offeŶdiŶg 
ďehaǀiouƌ. This iŶfeƌs that those ǁho feel ĐoŶtƌolled ďǇ otheƌs aƌe ŵoƌe likelǇ to aĐt out oŶ pƌe-
eǆistiŶg pƌefeƌeŶĐes.   
Foƌ those ǁho do Ŷot feel ĐoŶtƌolled ďǇ otheƌs, i.e. haǀe a loǁ leǀel of ‘eĐeiǀed CoŶtƌol, theƌe is a 
Ŷegatiǀe ƌelatioŶship ďetǁeeŶ attitude aŶd offeŶdiŶg. This iŶfeƌs that those ǁho do Ŷot feel 
ĐoŶtƌolled ďǇ otheƌs aƌe Ŷot likelǇ to aĐt out oŶ theiƌ pƌe-eǆistiŶg pƌefeƌeŶĐes. 
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It is iŶteƌestiŶg to Ŷote that fig ϴ.ϭϭ shoǁs that those ǁho haǀe loǁ leǀels of ‘eĐeiǀed CoŶtƌol, 
ĐoŵďiŶed ǁith a loǁ leǀel of pƌefeƌeŶĐe toǁaƌds High gaiŶ oďjeĐtiǀe ƌeasoŶ sĐeŶaƌios, haǀe high 
leǀels of self-ƌepoƌted offeŶdiŶg. TakeŶ ďǇ itself this ƌelatioŶship ŵaǇ seeŵ ĐoŶfusiŶg. Afteƌ all, ǁhǇ 
ǁould a peƌsoŶ shoǁ a Ŷegatiǀe attitude toǁaƌds hǇpothetiĐal Đƌiŵes, Ǉet haǀe a high leǀel of self-
ƌepoƌted offeŶdiŶg aĐtiǀitǇ? 
Hoǁeǀeƌ, ǁheŶ the leǀels of ‘eĐeiǀed CoŶtƌol ǁeƌe ĐalĐulated foƌ eaĐh iteŵ ǁhiĐh had ďeeŶ giǀeŶ a 
positiǀe ƌespoŶse, theƌe ǁas ǀaƌiatioŶ of leǀel of ‘eĐeiǀed CoŶtƌol ďetǁeeŶ iteŵs. This ĐaŶ ďe seeŶ 
iŶ fig ϴ.ϴ ǁhiĐh shoǁs that those ǁho agƌeed to the folloǁiŶg iteŵs oŶ the Dϰϱ teŶded to ďe loǁeƌ 
iŶ ‘eĐeiǀed CoŶtƌol: 
ϯ. TakeŶ huďĐaps, ǁheels, the ďatteƌǇ oƌ soŵe otheƌ paƌt of a Đaƌ ǁithout the oǁŶeƌ͛s 
peƌŵissioŶ? ;ϯ.ϭϱͿ 
ϭϵ. Bought soŵethiŶg Ǉou kŶeǁ had ďeeŶ stoleŶ? ;ϯ.ϬϴͿ 
Ϯϯ. BeeŶ loud, ƌoǁdǇ oƌ uŶƌulǇ iŶ a puďliĐ plaĐe? ;ϯ.ϭϵͿ 
Ϯϰ. Had seǆ iŶ puďliĐ? ;ϯ.ϭϲͿ 
Ϯϱ. AtteŶded a deŵoŶstƌatioŶ oƌ spoƌtiŶg eǀeŶt to Đause a distuƌďaŶĐe oƌ ďe ǀioleŶt? ;ϯ.ϭϬͿ 
ϯϮ. Not ƌetuƌŶed eǆtƌa ĐhaŶge that a Đashieƌ gaǀe Ǉou ďǇ ŵistake? ;ϯ.ϭϳͿ 
ϯϱ. BeeŶ dƌuŶk ƌegulaƌlǇ ǁheŶ Ǉou ǁeƌe uŶdeƌ ϭϲ? ;ϯ.ϭϱͿ 
ϰϯ. Not goŶe to sĐhool ǁheŶ Ǉou should haǀe ďeeŶ theƌe? ;ϯ.ϭϵͿ 
It is possiďle that those ǁho shoǁ a Ŷegatiǀe attitude toǁaƌds hǇpothetiĐal Đƌiŵes, Ǉet haǀe a high 
leǀel of self-ƌepoƌted offeŶdiŶg aĐtiǀitǇ, ƌefleĐts iŶǀolǀeŵeŶt iŶ less seƌious ƌeďellious offeŶĐes suĐh 
as those stated aďoǀe. 
If those ǁho aƌe loǁ iŶ ‘eĐeiǀed CoŶtƌol ƌepoƌted iŶǀolǀeŵeŶt iŶ the aďoǀe iteŵs oŶ a ƌegulaƌ ďasis, 
this ǁould eǆplaiŶ higheƌ leǀels of total sĐoƌe oŶ the Dϰϱ. As pƌeǀiouslǇ stated, those ǁho aƌe loǁ iŶ 
‘eĐeiǀed CoŶtƌol, teŶd to ďe iŶheƌeŶtlǇ ŵoƌe ƌeďellious aŶd Ŷot easilǇ iŶflueŶĐed ďǇ otheƌ people. 
Theƌefoƌe, it is ƌeasoŶaďle to assuŵe that theƌe is a high leǀel of iŶǀolǀeŵeŶt iŶ the iteŵs listed 
aďoǀe ǁhiĐh ǁould eǆplaiŶ a higheƌ total Dϰϱ sĐoƌes. 
ϴ.ϲ SuŵŵarǇ of results. 
ϴ.ϲ.ϭ Eǆpressed IŶĐlusioŶ. 
The total sĐoƌe foƌ eaĐh AO““ ƌegioŶ is ĐalĐulated foƌ those ǁho sĐoƌed high oƌ loǁ iŶ Eǆpƌessed 
IŶĐlusioŶ. T tests ƌeǀeal that those ǁho sĐoƌe higheƌ iŶ Eǆpƌessed IŶĐlusioŶ haǀe higheƌ sĐoƌes iŶ 
eaĐh AO““ ƌegioŶ Đoŵpaƌed to those ǁho sĐoƌed loǁ. Hoǁeǀeƌ, these diffeƌeŶĐes aƌe oŶlǇ sigŶifiĐaŶt 
foƌ the High gaiŶ eŵotiǀe ƌeasoŶ AO““ ƌegioŶ. 
The ŵeaŶ Eǆpƌessed IŶĐlusioŶ sĐoƌe is also ĐalĐulated foƌ eaĐh peƌsoŶ ǁho gaǀe a positiǀe ƌespoŶse 
to eaĐh of the iteŵs oŶ the AO““. These sĐoƌes aƌe ƌeĐoƌded oŶ the AO““ ““A to eǆploƌe ǁhetheƌ 
theƌe aƌe ƌegioŶal diffeƌeŶĐes. The ƌesults ƌeǀeal that those ǁho gaǀe a positiǀe ƌespoŶse to the 
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folloǁiŶg sĐeŶaƌio stǇles haǀe higheƌ sĐoƌes iŶ Eǆpƌessed IŶĐlusioŶ:  iŶteƌaĐtioŶ ǁith a peƌsoŶ ǁheŶ 
theƌe is a ƌeduĐed ƌisk of deteĐtioŶ, aŶd foƌĐe opeŶ ǁiŶdoǁ sĐeŶaƌios ǁheŶ theƌe is a ƌeduĐed ƌisk of 
deteĐtioŶ oƌ to saǀe soŵeoŶe͛s life. CoŶǀeƌselǇ, those ǁho sĐoƌe loǁ iŶ Eǆpƌessed IŶĐlusioŶ gaǀe a 
positiǀe ƌespoŶse to sĐeŶaƌios ǁheƌe theƌe is a ƌeduĐed ƌisk of gettiŶg seeŶ.   
The total sĐoƌe foƌ eaĐh Dϰϱ ƌegioŶ ǁas ĐalĐulated foƌ those ǁho sĐoƌe high oƌ loǁ iŶ Eǆpƌessed 
IŶĐlusioŶ. The ƌesults shoǁed that those ǁho sĐoƌe higheƌ iŶ Eǆpƌessed IŶĐlusioŶ haǀe higheƌ sĐoƌes 
iŶ eaĐh of the Dϰϱ ƌegioŶs, hoǁeǀeƌ, these diffeƌeŶĐes aƌe oŶlǇ sigŶifiĐaŶt foƌ the Moƌe seƌious aŶd 
Eǆpƌessiǀe ƌegioŶs. 
The ŵeaŶ Eǆpƌessed IŶĐlusioŶ sĐoƌe is theŶ ĐalĐulated foƌ eaĐh peƌsoŶ ǁho gaǀe a positiǀe ƌespoŶse 
to eaĐh of the iteŵs oŶ the Dϰϱ. These sĐoƌes aƌe ƌeĐoƌded oŶ the ““A to eǆploƌe ǁhetheƌ theƌe aƌe 
ƌegioŶal diffeƌeŶĐes. The ƌesults ƌeǀeal that those ǁho gaǀe a positiǀe ƌespoŶse to ŵost of the iteŵs 
haǀe higheƌ leǀels of Eǆpƌessed IŶĐlusioŶ. Those ǁho gaǀe a positiǀe ƌespoŶse to iteŵs iŶ the ŵoƌe 
seƌious ƌegioŶ haǀe the highest leǀels of Eǆpƌessed IŶĐlusioŶ. CoŶǀeƌselǇ, those ǁho gaǀe a positiǀe 
ƌespoŶse to the less seƌious iteŵs suĐh as ͚take ďiĐǇĐle…͛ aŶd ͚Ŷot goŶe to sĐhool…. haǀe loǁeƌ leǀels 
of Eǆpƌessed IŶĐlusioŶ. 
IŶ suŵŵaƌǇ, those ǁho saǇ theǇ iŶĐlude otheƌ people iŶ theiƌ liǀes aƌe likelǇ to shoǁ pƌefeƌeŶĐes foƌ 
hǇpothetiĐal sĐeŶaƌios ǁhiĐh pƌoduĐe a higheƌ gaiŶ, aŶd aƌe Đaƌƌied out foƌ eŵotiǀe ƌeasoŶs suĐh as 
pƌeseƌǀiŶg life, as ǁell as situatioŶs ǁheƌe theƌe is a ƌeduĐed ƌisk of deteĐtioŶ. These iŶdiǀiduals aƌe 
also likelǇ to haǀe ďeeŶ iŶǀolǀed iŶ ŵoƌe seƌious Đƌiŵes, aŶd those ǁhiĐh pƌoduĐe theiƌ oǁŶ ƌeǁaƌd. 
Those ǁho do Ŷot iŶĐlude otheƌ people iŶ theiƌ liǀes aƌe likelǇ to shoǁ a pƌefeƌeŶĐe foƌ sĐeŶaƌios 
ǁheŶ theƌe is less ĐhaŶĐe of gettiŶg Đaught. These iŶdiǀiduals aƌe also likelǇ to haǀe ďeeŶ iŶǀolǀed iŶ 
less seƌious deǀiaŶt aĐts. 
A ŵultiple ƌegƌessioŶ aŶalǇsis eǆaŵiŶed hoǁ eaĐh of the FI‘O-B eleŵeŶts pƌediĐts oǀeƌall leǀel of 
self-ƌepoƌted offeŶdiŶg. The fiŶdiŶgs fƌoŵ this ĐoŶfiƌŵ that the leǀel of Eǆpƌessed IŶĐlusioŶ is a good 
pƌediĐtoƌ of total sĐoƌe oŶ the Dϰϱ. The ŵodeƌatioŶ aŶalǇsis fouŶd that leǀels of Eǆpƌessed IŶĐlusioŶ 
do Ŷot ŵodeƌate the ƌelatioŶship ďetǁeeŶ aŶǇ of the pƌefeƌƌed attitude stǇles aŶd leǀel of self-
ƌepoƌted offeŶdiŶg. 
ϴ.ϲ.Ϯ Eǆpressed CoŶtrol. 
The total sĐoƌe foƌ eaĐh AO““ ƌegioŶ is ĐalĐulated foƌ those ǁho sĐoƌed high oƌ loǁ iŶ Eǆpƌessed 
CoŶtƌol. T tests ƌeǀealed that those ǁho sĐoƌe higheƌ iŶ Eǆpƌessed CoŶtƌol haǀe higheƌ sĐoƌes iŶ eaĐh 
AO““ ƌegioŶ Đoŵpaƌed to those ǁho sĐoƌed loǁ iŶ this eleŵeŶt. Hoǁeǀeƌ, these diffeƌeŶĐes ǁeƌe 
Ŷot sigŶifiĐaŶt iŶ aŶǇ of the AO““ ƌegioŶs. 
The ŵeaŶ Eǆpƌessed CoŶtƌol sĐoƌe is theŶ ĐalĐulated foƌ eaĐh peƌsoŶ ǁho gaǀe a positiǀe ƌespoŶse to 
eaĐh of the iteŵs oŶ the AO““. These sĐoƌes aƌe ƌeĐoƌded oŶ the ““A to eǆploƌe ǁhetheƌ theƌe aƌe 
ƌegioŶal diffeƌeŶĐes. The ƌesults ƌeǀeal that those ǁho gaǀe a positiǀe ƌespoŶse to ŵost of the iteŵs 
oŶ the AO““ haǀe higheƌ leǀels of Eǆpƌessed CoŶtƌol. Those ǁho gaǀe a positiǀe ƌespoŶse to iteŵs iŶ 
the High gaiŶ oďjeĐtiǀe ƌeasoŶ ƌegioŶ haǀe the highest leǀels of Eǆpƌessed IŶĐlusioŶ. CoŶǀeƌselǇ, 
those ǁho gaǀe a positiǀe ƌespoŶse to the iteŵs iŶ the High gaiŶ eŵotiǀe ƌeasoŶ ƌegioŶ haǀe loǁeƌ 




The total sĐoƌe foƌ eaĐh Dϰϱ ƌegioŶ is ĐalĐulated foƌ those ǁho sĐoƌe high oƌ loǁ iŶ Eǆpƌessed 
CoŶtƌol. The ƌesults shoǁed that those ǁho sĐoƌe higheƌ iŶ Eǆpƌessed CoŶtƌol, haǀe higheƌ sĐoƌes iŶ 
eaĐh of the Dϰϱ ƌegioŶs. These diffeƌeŶĐes aƌe sigŶifiĐaŶt foƌ all fouƌ ƌegioŶs of the Dϰϱ ““A. 
The ŵeaŶ Eǆpƌessed CoŶtƌol sĐoƌe is theŶ ĐalĐulated foƌ eaĐh peƌsoŶ ǁho gaǀe a positiǀe ƌespoŶse to 
eaĐh of the iteŵs oŶ the Dϰϱ. These sĐoƌes ǁeƌe ƌeĐoƌded oŶ the ““A to eǆploƌe ǁhetheƌ theƌe aƌe 
ƌegioŶal diffeƌeŶĐes. The ƌesults ƌeǀeal that those ǁho gaǀe a positiǀe ƌespoŶse to ŵost of the Dϰϱ 
iteŵs haǀe higheƌ leǀels of Eǆpƌessed CoŶtƌol. IŶdiǀiduals ǁho agƌeed to iteŵs  ͚pulled kŶife oƌ 
guŶ… ,͛ ͚used Đluď/kŶife… ,͛ atteŶd deŵoŶstƌatioŶ foƌ ǀioleŶĐe… ,͛ ͚used/Đaƌƌied guŶ…͛ aŶd ͚took Đaƌ…͛ 
all haǀe high leǀels of Eǆpƌessed CoŶtƌol, the ŵajoƌitǇ of these iteŵs iŶǀolǀes the use of ǀioleŶĐe. 
CoŶǀeƌselǇ, those ǁho agƌeed to the loǁ seƌiousŶess iteŵs of ͚dƌuŶk uŶdeƌ ϭϲ… ,͛ ͚tƌaǀelled ǁithout a 
tiĐket…͛ aŶd ͚litteƌed…͛ all haǀe loǁ leǀels of Eǆpƌessed CoŶtƌol. 
IŶ suŵŵaƌǇ, those ǁho saǇ theǇ ĐoŶtƌol otheƌ people aƌe likelǇ to shoǁ a pƌefeƌeŶĐe foƌ high gaiŶ 
sĐeŶaƌios foƌ oďjeĐtiǀe ƌeasoŶs ;i.e. a ƌeduĐed ĐhaŶĐe of gettiŶg seeŶͿ. These iŶdiǀiduals aƌe likelǇ to 
haǀe ƌepoƌted iŶǀolǀeŵeŶt iŶ a ƌaŶge of ĐƌiŵiŶal aŶd deǀiaŶt aĐts, ŵoƌe speĐifiĐallǇ, aĐts ǁhiĐh 
iŶǀolǀe ǀioleŶĐe. Those ǁho ƌepoƌt that theǇ do Ŷot ĐoŶtƌol otheƌs do Ŷot shoǁ aŶǇ patteƌŶ of 
pƌefeƌeŶĐes foƌ hǇpothetiĐal sĐeŶaƌios, oƌ ƌepoƌt iŶǀolǀeŵeŶt iŶ ĐƌiŵiŶal oƌ deǀiaŶt aĐts. 
The fiŶdiŶgs fƌoŵ the ŵultiple ƌegƌessioŶ ĐoŶfiƌŵs that the leǀel of Eǆpƌessed CoŶtƌol is a good 
pƌediĐtoƌ of total sĐoƌe oŶ the Dϰϱ. The ŵodeƌatioŶ aŶalǇsis fouŶd that leǀels of Eǆpƌessed CoŶtƌol 
do Ŷot ŵodeƌate the ƌelatioŶship ďetǁeeŶ aŶǇ of the pƌefeƌƌed attitude stǇles aŶd leǀel of self-
ƌepoƌted offeŶdiŶg. 
ϴ.ϲ.ϯ ‘eĐeiǀed IŶĐlusioŶ. 
The total sĐoƌe foƌ eaĐh AO““ ƌegioŶ is ĐalĐulated foƌ those ǁho sĐoƌed high oƌ loǁ iŶ ‘eĐeiǀed 
IŶĐlusioŶ. T tests ƌeǀeal that those ǁho sĐoƌe higheƌ iŶ ‘eĐeiǀed IŶĐlusioŶ haǀe loǁeƌ sĐoƌes iŶ eaĐh 
AO““ ƌegioŶ, Đoŵpaƌed to those ǁho sĐoƌed high iŶ iŶ this eleŵeŶt. Hoǁeǀeƌ, these diffeƌeŶĐes aƌe 
Ŷot sigŶifiĐaŶt iŶ aŶǇ of the AO““ ƌegioŶs. IŶteƌestiŶglǇ, this is the iŶǀeƌse of the patteƌŶ oďseƌǀed foƌ 
the otheƌ FI‘O-B eleŵeŶts. 
The ŵeaŶ ‘eĐeiǀed IŶĐlusioŶ sĐoƌe is theŶ ĐalĐulated foƌ eaĐh peƌsoŶ ǁho gaǀe a positiǀe ƌespoŶse 
to eaĐh of the iteŵs oŶ the AO““. These sĐoƌes aƌe ƌeĐoƌded oŶ the ““A to eǆploƌe ǁhetheƌ theƌe aƌe 
ƌegioŶal diffeƌeŶĐes. The ƌesults ƌeǀeal that those ǁho gaǀe a positiǀe ƌespoŶse to ŵost of the iteŵs 
haǀe loǁeƌ leǀels of ‘eĐeiǀed IŶĐlusioŶ. Those ǁho agƌeed to the iteŵs ͚foƌĐe shop assistaŶt to haŶd 
oǀeƌ ŵoŶeǇ/daƌk at Ŷight…͛ aŶd ͚foƌĐe opeŶ ǁiŶdoǁ/daƌk at Ŷight…͛ haǀe the loǁest leǀels of 
‘eĐeiǀed IŶĐlusioŶ. 
The total sĐoƌe foƌ eaĐh Dϰϱ ƌegioŶ is ĐalĐulated foƌ those ǁho sĐoƌed high oƌ loǁ iŶ ‘eĐeiǀed 
IŶĐlusioŶ. T tests ƌeǀeal that those ǁho sĐoƌe higheƌ iŶ ‘eĐeiǀed IŶĐlusioŶ haǀe loǁeƌ sĐoƌes iŶ eaĐh 
Dϰϱ ƌegioŶ, Đoŵpaƌed to those ǁho sĐoƌed loǁ iŶ this eleŵeŶt. Hoǁeǀeƌ, these diffeƌeŶĐes aƌe oŶlǇ 
sigŶifiĐaŶt foƌ the Less seƌious aŶd Eǆpƌessiǀe ƌegioŶs. 
The ŵeaŶ ‘eĐeiǀed IŶĐlusioŶ sĐoƌe is theŶ ĐalĐulated foƌ eaĐh peƌsoŶ ǁho gaǀe a positiǀe ƌespoŶse 
to eaĐh of the iteŵs oŶ the Dϰϱ. These sĐoƌes aƌe ƌeĐoƌded oŶ the ““A to eǆploƌe ǁhetheƌ theƌe 
ǁeƌe ƌegioŶal diffeƌeŶĐes. The ƌesults shoǁ that those ǁho agƌeed to the less seƌious Đƌiŵes of 
͚ƌefused to tell poliĐe… ,͛ ͚piĐked fight… ,͛ ͚loud oƌ uŶƌulǇ...͛ , ͚seǆ iŶ puďliĐ… ,͛ ͚tƌaǀel Ŷo tiĐket…͛, aŶd 
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͚litteƌed…͛ haǀe higheƌ leǀels of ‘eĐeiǀed IŶĐlusioŶ. Wheƌeas those ǁho agƌeed to the ŵoƌe seƌious 
Đƌiŵes iŶǀolǀiŶg ǁeapoŶs ͚pulled kŶife/guŶ… ,͛ ͚used Đluď/kŶife… ,͛ ͚used/Đaƌƌied guŶ…͛ all haǀe loǁeƌ 
leǀels of ‘eĐeiǀed IŶĐlusioŶ. The otheƌ thƌee FI‘O-B eleŵeŶts shoǁ that higheƌ sĐoƌes ƌefleĐt ŵoƌe 
iŶǀolǀeŵeŶt iŶ higheƌ seƌiousŶess Đƌiŵes, aŶd higheƌ leǀels of agƌeeŵeŶt to the ǀaƌious sĐeŶaƌios. 
Wheƌeas ‘eĐeiǀed IŶĐlusioŶ sĐoƌes iŶdiĐate that those iŶǀolǀed iŶ ŵoƌe seƌious Đƌiŵes, aŶd haǀe 
higheƌ attitude stǇle pƌefeƌeŶĐe sĐoƌes, shoǁ loǁeƌ leǀels of ‘eĐeiǀed IŶĐlusioŶ. 
IŶ suŵŵaƌǇ, those ǁho iŶdiĐated that otheƌ people do Ŷot iŶĐlude theŵ iŶ theiƌ soĐial liǀes shoǁ a 
positiǀe ƌespoŶse to hǇpothetiĐal sĐeŶaƌios ǁhiĐh iŶteƌaĐt ǁith a peƌsoŶ ďeĐause of a ƌeduĐed ƌisk of 
deteĐtioŶ. These iŶdiǀiduals aƌe also likelǇ to haǀe ƌepoƌted iŶǀolǀeŵeŶt iŶ ŵoƌe seƌious Đƌiŵes 
iŶǀolǀiŶg ǁeapoŶs. Those ǁho saǇ that otheƌ people iŶĐlude theŵ iŶ theiƌ liǀes ƌepoƌt a loǁeƌ leǀel 
of iŶǀolǀeŵeŶt iŶ offeŶdiŶg ďehaǀiouƌs, these iŶdiǀiduals ƌepoƌt iŶǀolǀeŵeŶt iŶ the less seƌious 
deǀiaŶt aĐts. 
The ƌesults fƌoŵ the ŵultiple ƌegƌessioŶ ĐoŶfiƌŵs that the leǀel of ‘eĐeiǀed IŶĐlusioŶ is a good 
pƌediĐtoƌ of total sĐoƌe oŶ the Dϰϱ. The ŵodeƌatioŶ aŶalǇsis fouŶd that leǀels of ‘eĐeiǀed IŶĐlusioŶ 
do Ŷot ŵodeƌate the ƌelatioŶship ďetǁeeŶ aŶǇ of the pƌefeƌƌed attitude stǇles aŶd leǀel of self-
ƌepoƌted offeŶdiŶg. 
ϴ.ϲ.ϰ ‘eĐeiǀed CoŶtrol. 
The total sĐoƌe foƌ eaĐh AO““ ƌegioŶ is ĐalĐulated foƌ those ǁho sĐoƌed high oƌ loǁ iŶ ‘eĐeiǀed 
CoŶtƌol. T tests ƌeǀeal that those ǁho sĐoƌe higheƌ iŶ ‘eĐeiǀed CoŶtƌol haǀe higheƌ sĐoƌes iŶ eaĐh 
AO““ ƌegioŶ, Đoŵpaƌed to those ǁho sĐoƌed loǁ iŶ this eleŵeŶt. These diffeƌeŶĐes aƌe sigŶifiĐaŶt iŶ 
all thƌee ƌegioŶs of the AO““. 
The ŵeaŶ ‘eĐeiǀed CoŶtƌol sĐoƌe is theŶ ĐalĐulated foƌ eaĐh peƌsoŶ ǁho gaǀe a positiǀe ƌespoŶse to 
eaĐh of the iteŵs oŶ the AO““. These sĐoƌes aƌe ƌeĐoƌded oŶ the ““A to eǆploƌe ǁhetheƌ theƌe aƌe 
ƌegioŶal diffeƌeŶĐes. The ƌesults ƌeǀeal that those ǁho gaǀe a positiǀe ƌespoŶse to ŵost of the iteŵs, 
haǀe higheƌ leǀels of ‘eĐeiǀed CoŶtƌol. Those ǁho agƌeed to the iteŵs ǁithiŶ the High gaiŶ oďjeĐtiǀe 
ƌeasoŶ ƌegioŶ, haǀe higheƌ thaŶ aǀeƌage leǀels of ‘eĐeiǀed CoŶtƌol. Moƌe speĐifiĐallǇ, those ǁho 
agƌeed to the iteŵs ͚foƌĐe shop assistaŶt to haŶd oǀeƌ ŵoŶeǇ/iŶtoǆiĐated…͛ aŶd ͚foƌĐe shop assistaŶt 
to haŶd oǀeƌ ŵoŶeǇ/daƌk at Ŷight…͛ haǀe the highest sĐoƌes iŶ this FI‘O-B eleŵeŶt. 
The total sĐoƌe foƌ eaĐh Dϰϱ ƌegioŶ is ĐalĐulated foƌ those ǁho sĐoƌed high oƌ loǁ iŶ ‘eĐeiǀed 
CoŶtƌol. T tests ƌeǀeal that those ǁho sĐoƌe higheƌ iŶ ‘eĐeiǀed CoŶtƌol haǀe higheƌ sĐoƌes iŶ eaĐh 
ƌegioŶ Đoŵpaƌed, to those ǁho sĐoƌed loǁ iŶ this eleŵeŶt. Hoǁeǀeƌ, these diffeƌeŶĐes aƌe Ŷot 
sigŶifiĐaŶt iŶ aŶǇ ƌegioŶ of the Dϰϱ. 
The ŵeaŶ ‘eĐeiǀed CoŶtƌol sĐoƌe is theŶ ĐalĐulated foƌ eaĐh peƌsoŶ ǁho gaǀe a positiǀe ƌespoŶse to 
eaĐh of the iteŵs oŶ the Dϰϱ. These sĐoƌes aƌe ƌeĐoƌded oŶ the ““A to eǆploƌe ǁhetheƌ theƌe aƌe 
ƌegioŶal diffeƌeŶĐes. The ƌesults iŶdiĐate that those ǁho gaǀe a positiǀe ƌespoŶse to ŵoƌe seƌious 
iteŵs, usuallǇ those iŶǀolǀiŶg a ǁeapoŶ, haǀe higheƌ leǀels of ‘eĐeiǀed CoŶtƌol. 
CoŶǀeƌselǇ, those ǁho ƌepoƌt iŶǀolǀeŵeŶt iŶ ƌeďellious Đƌiŵes suĐh as ͚Bought soŵethiŶg Ǉou kŶeǁ 
had ďeeŶ stoleŶ͛, ͚AtteŶded a deŵoŶstƌatioŶ oƌ spoƌtiŶg eǀeŶt to Đause a distuƌďaŶĐe oƌ ďe ǀioleŶt ,͛ 




IŶ suŵŵaƌǇ, those ǁho ƌepoƌt that otheƌ people ĐoŶtƌol theŵ shoǁ a higheƌ leǀel of pƌefeƌeŶĐe foƌ 
sĐeŶaƌios iŶǀolǀiŶg a peƌsoŶ ǁheƌe theƌe is less ĐhaŶĐe of gettiŶg seeŶ oƌ Đaught. These iŶdiǀiduals 
aƌe likelǇ to haǀe ƌepoƌted iŶǀolǀeŵeŶt iŶ ŵoƌe seƌious Đƌiŵes, usuallǇ those iŶǀolǀiŶg ǀioleŶĐe. 
Those ǁho ƌepoƌt that otheƌ people do Ŷot ĐoŶtƌol theŵ do Ŷot shoǁ a pƌefeƌeŶĐe foƌ aŶǇ paƌtiĐulaƌ 
hǇpothetiĐal stǇle. Hoǁeǀeƌ, theǇ aƌe likelǇ to haǀe ƌepoƌted iŶǀolǀeŵeŶt iŶ less seƌious deǀiaŶt aĐts 
iŶĐludiŶg tƌuaŶĐǇ. 
The ŵultiple ƌegƌessioŶ aŶalǇsis suggests that the leǀel of ‘eĐeiǀed CoŶtƌol is Ŷot a good pƌediĐtoƌ of 
oǀeƌall leǀel of ĐƌiŵiŶalitǇ as ŵeasuƌed ďǇ the Dϰϱ sĐale iteŵs. Hoǁeǀeƌ, the ŵodeƌatioŶ aŶalǇsis 
shoǁs that leǀels of ‘eĐeiǀed CoŶtƌol ŵodeƌate the ƌelatioŶship ďetǁeeŶ High gaiŶ oďjeĐtiǀe ƌeasoŶ 
AO““ sĐoƌes, aŶd total Dϰϱ sĐoƌe. Foƌ eǆaŵple, ǁheŶ a ƌespoŶdeŶt ƌepoƌts that otheƌs ĐoŶtƌol theiƌ 
aĐtioŶs, as ǁell as giǀiŶg a higheƌ sĐoƌe iŶ the High gaiŶ oďjeĐtiǀe ƌeasoŶ ƌegioŶ, it is likelǇ that theiƌ 
leǀel of self-ƌepoƌted offeŶdiŶg aĐtiǀitǇ is also high. Wheƌeas ǁheŶ paƌtiĐipaŶts iŶdiĐate that otheƌ 
people do Ŷot ĐoŶtƌol theŵ, aŶd giǀe a higheƌ sĐoƌe iŶ the High gaiŶ oďjeĐtiǀe ƌeasoŶ ƌegioŶ, it is 
likelǇ that theiƌ leǀel of self-ƌepoƌted offeŶdiŶg aĐtiǀitǇ is loǁ. 
ϴ.ϲ.ϱ Attitude to OffeŶdiŶg StǇle SĐale sĐores aŶd Dϰϱ sĐores 
The ĐoƌƌelatioŶ taďle ƌeǀeals that all AO““ ƌegioŶ sĐoƌes aƌe sigŶifiĐaŶtlǇ Đoƌƌelated ǁith eǀeƌǇ Dϰϱ 
ƌegioŶ sĐoƌe, hoǁeǀeƌ, soŵe of these ĐoƌƌelatioŶs aƌe ƌelatiǀelǇ sŵall. The AO““ High GaiŶ oďjeĐtiǀe 
ƌeasoŶ ƌegioŶ has the highest ĐoƌƌelatioŶ ǁith the Dϰϱ IŶstƌuŵeŶtal ƌegioŶ. This suggests that the 
Đƌiŵes ǁhiĐh aƌe Đaƌƌied out to aĐhieǀe a seĐoŶdaƌǇ goal ĐaŶ ďe ƌelated to pƌefeƌeŶĐes foƌ 
hǇpothetiĐal justifiĐatioŶs ǁith eǆteƌŶal ďeŶefits. PƌefeƌeŶĐes foƌ these stǇles of offeŶdiŶg ǁould 
suggest a logiĐal goal dƌiǀeŶ appƌoaĐh to offeŶdiŶg. The liŶk ďetǁeeŶ the AO““ High gaiŶ oďjeĐtiǀe 
ƌeasoŶ ƌegioŶ, aŶd all Dϰϱ high seƌiousŶess iteŵs, also ĐoŶfiƌŵs this logiĐal goal dƌiǀeŶ appƌoaĐh as 
the gaiŶs iŶ all of these iteŵs aƌe high leǀel. 
The AO““ High gaiŶ eŵotiǀe ƌeasoŶ ƌegioŶ has the highest ĐoƌƌelatioŶ ǁith the IŶstƌuŵeŶtal aŶd 
ŵoƌe seƌious Dϰϱ ƌegioŶs. This suggests that the Đƌiŵes ǁhiĐh aƌe Đaƌƌied out to aĐhieǀe a seĐoŶdaƌǇ 
goal, ĐaŶ ďe ƌelated to pƌefeƌeŶĐes foƌ hǇpothetiĐal justifiĐatioŶs ǁith eŵotiǀe ďeŶefits. This also 
suggests that the pƌefeƌeŶĐe foƌ higheƌ leǀel of gaiŶ is eǀideŶt iŶ ďoth hǇpothetiĐal aŶd self-ƌepoƌted 
offeŶdiŶg ďehaǀiouƌ. PƌefeƌeŶĐes iŶ these aƌeas ǁould iŶfeƌ aŶ eŵotiǀe pleasuƌaďle appƌoaĐh to 
offeŶdiŶg. “iŵilaƌ to that stated aďoǀe, the liŶk ďetǁeeŶ the AO““ High gaiŶ eŵotiǀe ƌeasoŶ ƌegioŶ 
aŶd all Dϰϱ high seƌiousŶess iteŵs, also ĐoŶfiƌŵs the pƌefeƌeŶĐe foƌ a higheƌ iŶĐeŶtiǀe foƌ offeŶdiŶg 
as the gaiŶs iŶ all of these iteŵs aƌe high leǀel. 
The Loǁ gaiŶ all ƌeasoŶ ƌegioŶ of the AO““ has the highest ĐoƌƌelatioŶ ǁith IŶstƌuŵeŶtal aŶd all loǁ 
seƌiousŶess iteŵs. This ĐoŶfiƌŵs agaiŶ, that the leǀel of gaiŶ that the Đƌiŵe pƌoduĐes is a keǇ faĐtoƌ iŶ 
pƌefeƌeŶĐe foƌŵatioŶ aŶd iŶǀolǀeŵeŶt iŶ these soƌts of offeŶĐes. 
The ŵultiple ƌegƌessioŶ aŶalǇsis ĐoŶfiƌŵs that sĐoƌes iŶ the High gaiŶ oďjeĐtiǀe ƌeasoŶ aŶd High gaiŶ 
eŵotiǀe ƌeasoŶ ƌegioŶs aƌe sigŶifiĐaŶt pƌediĐtoƌs of oǀeƌall leǀel of ĐƌiŵiŶalitǇ, as ŵeasuƌed ďǇ the 
Dϰϱ sĐale. Hoǁeǀeƌ, the Loǁ gaiŶ all ƌeasoŶs ƌegioŶ of the AO““ Ŷot a sigŶifiĐaŶt pƌediĐtoƌ. As 
pƌeǀiouslǇ stated, sĐoƌes foƌ the High gaiŶ oďjeĐtiǀe ƌeasoŶ ƌegioŶ aƌe ŵost stƌoŶglǇ assoĐiated ǁith 




Chapter ϵ. DisĐussioŶ. 
WithiŶ the pƌeseŶt thesis, fouƌ ŵaiŶ studies ǁeƌe ĐoŶduĐted iŶ oƌdeƌ to iŶǀestigate the psǇĐhologiĐal 
aspeĐts ǁhiĐh ŵaǇ iŶĐƌease pƌopeŶsitǇ to offeŶd. The ǀaƌious Đhapteƌs eǆploƌed the stƌuĐtuƌe of 
attitude, iŶteƌpeƌsoŶal peƌsoŶalitǇ, ƌepoƌted offeŶdiŶg ďehaǀiouƌ, aŶd the ƌelatioŶship ďetǁeeŶ 
theŵ. The ƌesults of eaĐh studǇ ǁill ďe disĐussed ďeloǁ. 
ϵ.ϭ StruĐture of attitude toǁards offeŶdiŶg 
Chapter 5 investigated the structure of preferential attitudes towards different gains of crime, styles 
of behaviour within a scenario, and the way in which different justification styles influence these 
preferences. A higher numerical response to each crime scenario and justification combination 
indicates a more positive attitude. According to the Theory of Reasoned Action, a positive attitude, 
or higher numerical response to an item, suggests that the propensity to carry out actions which 
reflect these styles would increase. This is not to say that if a person shows a positive attitude 
towards a particular crime they would be likely to carry out that act. The purpose of measuring 
attitude is to explore how individual aspects of behaviour are combined and structured to reflect a 
preference towards a behavioural style.   
ϵ.ϭ.ϭ Pilot studǇ. 
The thesis pƌoposed that as ďehaǀiouƌ is ŵulti-faĐtoƌial, attitude toǁaƌds a set of ďehaǀiouƌs should 
ďe also. Theƌefoƌe, a sĐale ǁas deǀeloped ǁhiĐh alloǁed ŵultiple aspeĐts of ďehaǀiouƌ to ďe 
ŵeasuƌed. As this is a Ŷoǀel ǁaǇ to ŵeasuƌe attitude to offeŶdiŶg, a pilot studǇ ǁas ĐoŶduĐted to 
assess ǁhiĐh aspeĐts of hǇpothetiĐal Đƌiŵe sĐeŶaƌios ǁeƌe diffeƌeŶtiated. The HǇpothetiĐal OffeŶdiŶg 
“tǇle “Đale ǁas deǀeloped as a pilot sĐale. Theƌe ǁeƌe thƌee ŵaiŶ hǇpotheses foƌ the HO““: 
1. Attitude to offeŶdiŶg ĐaŶ ďe diffeƌeŶtiated aĐĐoƌdiŶg to the tǇpe aŶd leǀel of gaiŶ ǁhiĐh is 
pƌoduĐed. It ǁas pƌoposed that iŶdiǀiduals ǁould shoǁ a pƌefeƌeŶĐe toǁaƌds high oƌ loǁ 
Mateƌial, Poǁeƌ, oƌ “eŶsoƌǇ gaiŶs.  
2. IŶdiǀiduals ǁill diffeƌeŶtiate the ďehaǀiouƌs that aƌe PƌoaĐtiǀe oƌ ‘eaĐtiǀe.  
3. “oŵe justifiĐatioŶs aƌe ŵoƌe ĐoŵpelliŶg thaŶ otheƌs. It ǁas pƌoposed that iŶdiǀiduals ǁill 
diffeƌeŶtiate justifiĐatioŶs aĐĐoƌdiŶg to the NeutƌalizatioŶ teĐhŶiƋues pƌoposed ďǇ “Ǉkes & 
Matza ;ϭϵϱϳͿ.  
The ƌesults fƌoŵ the HO““ ƌeǀealed that although iteŵs Đould ďe diffeƌeŶtiated iŶto Mateƌial, Poǁeƌ, 
oƌ “eŶsoƌǇ gaiŶs, it is Ŷot iŶ the ŵaŶŶeƌ suggested ďǇ YouŶgs ;ϮϬϬϭͿ. Iteŵs ǁith Mateƌial gaiŶs aƌe 
ĐoŶĐeptualised iŶto those ǁhiĐh use phǇsiĐal oƌ ǀeƌďal ŵethods. Iteŵs ǁith Poǁeƌ gaiŶs aƌe 
ĐoŶĐeptualised as oŶe psǇĐhologiĐal ĐoŶstƌuĐt as hǇpothesised, aŶd iteŵs ǁith “eŶsoƌǇ gaiŶs aƌe 
ĐoŶĐeptualised iŶto high aŶd loǁ leǀels of gaiŶ. The ““A does shoǁ soŵe iŶteƌaĐtioŶ ďetǁeeŶ these 
eleŵeŶts, foƌ eǆaŵple Mateƌial gaiŶs that ƌeƋuiƌe a ǀeƌďal aĐtioŶ aƌe aŵoŶgst the Poǁeƌ gaiŶ iteŵs. 
This suggests that ǁheŶ a Mateƌial gaiŶ is ŵade ďǇ ǀeƌďal ŵethods, it is assoĐiated ǁith a ŶotioŶ of 
Poǁeƌ. The Mateƌial gaiŶs that aƌe ŵade thƌough diƌeĐt phǇsiĐal ĐoŶtaĐt aƌe aŵoŶgst the high 
“eŶsoƌǇ gaiŶ iteŵs. This suggests that ǁheŶ Mateƌial gaiŶs aƌe seĐuƌed usiŶg diƌeĐt ĐoŶtaĐt, a high 
“eŶsoƌǇ ĐoŵpoŶeŶt is eǆpeƌieŶĐed. Oǀeƌall, iŶdiǀiduals aƌe ŵost likelǇ to shoǁ a positiǀe attitude 
toǁaƌds iteŵs ǁith a loǁ leǀel “eŶsoƌǇ gaiŶ, as ǁell as iteŵs ǁhiĐh pƌoduĐe Poǁeƌ gaiŶs. 
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The results show that propensity to act is not based on type of gain alone, for Material and Sensory 
gain the level and type of action also has an influence. The high sensory component and material 
gains which require physical interaction may be combined in one region of the SSA because they 
both produce high sensory/excitement levels. This suggests that preferential attitudes could also be 
based on emotive aspects. The findings show that securing a material gain by verbal methods 
produces a feeling of power. This indicates that preferential attitudes may be based on emotive 
aspects as well as type and level of gain. Youngs (2001) also proposes that gains can be 
differentiated as high or low level, and reports that specialisation is only found for a high level of the 
various gain types. The findings here suggest that this is evident for Sensory gains in the present 
study, but not for Power gains. The level of gain is not stated explicitly, nor is it inferred in the 
scenarios presented in this study. However, it is possible that individuals viewed the items which 
represent Material action as producing a higher level of gain than Material verbal items. Therefore, 
hypothesis 1 is rejected and an alternative structure to type and level of gain is proposed. Items are 
differentiated into those which suggest a dominant aspect (Power gains and verbal Material gains) 
or an emotive aspect (Sensory gain and physical Material gains).  
The fiŶdiŶgs shoǁ that iteŵs aƌe Ŷot diffeƌeŶtiated aĐĐoƌdiŶg to the tǇpe of ďehaǀiouƌ.  Iteŵs 
ƌepƌeseŶtiŶg CoŶfƌoŶt/‘eaĐtiǀe, CoŶfƌoŶt/PƌoaĐtiǀe, Aǀoid/‘eaĐtiǀe, aŶd Aǀoid/PƌoaĐtiǀe, aƌe Ŷot 
diffeƌeŶtiated. The stǇles of ďehaǀiouƌ ǁeƌe fuƌtheƌ iŶǀestigated to estaďlish ǁhetheƌ aŶǇ of these 
ĐoŵpoŶeŶts Đould ďe ideŶtified. WheŶ these iteŵs aƌe Đategoƌised as PƌoaĐtiǀe oƌ ‘eaĐtiǀe eǀeŶts, 
theǇ aƌe still Ŷot diffeƌeŶtiated. Hoǁeǀeƌ, ǁheŶ the ǀaƌiaďles aƌe defiŶed as ƌepƌeseŶtiŶg Aǀoid oƌ 
CoŶfƌoŶt, theƌe aƌe distiŶĐt ƌegioŶs ǁithiŶ the ““A that ĐoŶtaiŶs eaĐh tǇpe of ďehaǀiouƌ. The iteŵs 
ƌepƌeseŶtiŶg Aǀoid aŶd CoŶfƌoŶt ďehaǀiouƌs ĐaŶ ďe diffeƌeŶtiated iŶto thƌee ƌegioŶs: CoŶfƌoŶt aŶd 
Aǀoid ďehaǀiouƌs ǁhiĐh aƌe Đaƌƌied out usiŶg ǀeƌďal ŵethods, Aǀoid ďehaǀiouƌs ǁhiĐh aƌe Đaƌƌied 
out usiŶg phǇsiĐal aĐtioŶ aŶd CoŶfƌoŶt ďehaǀiouƌs ǁhiĐh aƌe Đaƌƌied out usiŶg phǇsiĐal aĐtioŶ. 
Theƌefoƌe, hǇpothesis Ϯ is ƌejeĐted aŶd aŶ alteƌŶatiǀe stƌuĐtuƌe is pƌoposed. Behaǀiouƌs ǁithiŶ the 
sĐeŶaƌios aƌe diffeƌeŶtiated aĐĐoƌdiŶg to ďeiŶg ǀeƌďal oƌ phǇsiĐal. 
The findings demonstrated that there is no evidence to support the majority of Neutralization 
techniques proposed by Sykes & Matza.  However, the results clearly do show that the appeal to 
higheƌ loǇalties ŶeutƌalisatioŶ teĐhŶiƋue has aŶ iŶflueŶĐe oŶ paƌtiĐipaŶts͛ sĐoƌes. This ŵaǇ ďe due to 
the high emotive meaning in the justification. It is possible that these neutralisation techniques may 
be evident in crimes and deviant acts which have been committed. However, it is not possible to 
establish a preference for any of these in hypothetical scenarios. It is possible that techniques of 
neutralisation were not considered by participants as being meaningful. A different result may be 
obtained if real life instances of crimes were recalled, and participants were explicitly asked why 
they did it. Therefore, hypothesis 3 must be rejected; the only justification which individuals showed 
a prefeƌeŶĐe foƌ is ͚if Ǉou Ŷeeded to do it to pƌoteĐt Ǉouƌ faŵilǇ iŶ soŵe ǁaǇ͛.  
The pilot study has established a number of stylistic preferences in the type and level of gain a crime 
produces, types of behaviours to secure the gain, and how justifications can influence these choices. 
These findings help us begin to understand the complexity involved in understanding an increased 
propensity to commit crime. Previous research into the way gains of crime are conceptualised are 
based on studies of actual offenders, whereas the present findings are based on hypothetical 
instances. As such, it is possible to examine the psychological aspects which increase propensity to 
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offend. The results of this pilot study informed a modified attitude scale to elaborate and build upon 
these findings. 
9.1.2 Main attitude scale.  
The fiŶdiŶgs fƌoŵ the pilot studǇ deŵoŶstƌated that iŶdiǀiduals ǁill diffeƌeŶtiate hǇpothetiĐal Đƌiŵe 
sĐeŶaƌios; hoǁeǀeƌ, it ǁas Ŷot iŶ the ǁaǇ that ǁas hǇpothesised. Theƌefoƌe, it ǁas ŶeĐessaƌǇ to ŵake 
ĐhaŶges to the attitude to offeŶdiŶg stǇle sĐale to iŶĐoƌpoƌate aŶd ŵeasuƌe slightlǇ diffeƌeŶt aspeĐts.  
The Attitude to OffeŶdiŶg “tǇle “Đale ;AO““Ϳ ǁas deǀeloped usiŶg the fiŶdiŶgs fƌoŵ the pilot studǇ, 
as ǁell as liteƌatuƌe fƌoŵ a Ŷuŵďeƌ of aƌeas. The hǇpotheses ǁeƌe ƌeǀised as folloǁs: 
1. Attitude to offeŶdiŶg ĐaŶ ďe diffeƌeŶtiated iŶto those ǁhiĐh taƌget a PeƌsoŶ oƌ PƌopeƌtǇ. 
2. JustifiĐatioŶs ĐaŶ ďe diffeƌeŶtiated iŶto those ǁhiĐh aƌe eŵotiǀe aŶd haǀe iŶteƌŶal ďeŶefits, 
oƌ oďjeĐtiǀe ǁith eǆteƌŶal ďeŶefits. 
3. The leǀel of gaiŶ ǁhiĐh is pƌoduĐed ǁill ďe diffeƌeŶtiated. 
4. Theƌe ǁill ďe sigŶifiĐaŶt diffeƌeŶĐes iŶ leǀel of attitude ďetǁeeŶ ŵales aŶd feŵales. 
5. Theƌe ǁill ďe sigŶifiĐaŶt diffeƌeŶĐes ďetǁeeŶ those uŶdeƌ oƌ oǀeƌ ϯϬ Ǉeaƌs old.  
The fiŶdiŶgs outliŶed foƌ the AO““ iŶdiĐate that it is possiďle to diffeƌeŶtiate the hǇpothetiĐal 
sĐeŶaƌios aŶd justifiĐatioŶs. IŶitial ĐoŶsideƌatioŶ of the iteŵs oŶ the ““A ƌeǀealed that the iteŵs 
Đould ďe diffeƌeŶtiated iŶto those ǁhiĐh taƌget a PeƌsoŶ aŶd those ǁhiĐh taƌget PƌopeƌtǇ. Theƌefoƌe, 
hǇpothesis ϭ ĐaŶ ďe aĐĐepted. These fiŶdiŶgs deŵoŶstƌate that hǇpothetiĐal Đƌiŵe sĐeŶaƌios ĐaŶ ďe 
diffeƌeŶtiated iŶ the saŵe ǁaǇ as aĐtual offeŶdiŶg.  
A Ŷuŵďeƌ of studies haǀe deŵoŶstƌated that offeŶdeƌs ǁill shoǁ ĐoŶsisteŶĐǇ iŶ theiƌ offeŶdiŶg ǁheŶ 
offeŶĐes aƌe defied as taƌgetiŶg PeƌsoŶ oƌ PƌopeƌtǇ. Foƌ eǆaŵple, BluŵsteiŶ et al ;ϭϵϴϴͿ, White & 
Laďouǀie ;ϭϵϵϰͿ, aŶd Lo, Kiŵ & CheŶg ;ϮϬϬϴͿ, HeŶg ChooŶ et al ;ϮϬϭϮͿ haǀe all suggested that 
offeŶdeƌs shoǁ ĐoŶsisteŶĐǇ iŶ offeŶdiŶg foƌ PeƌsoŶ oƌ PƌopeƌtǇ tǇpe Đƌiŵes.  CaŶteƌ & YouŶgs ;ϮϬϬϵͿ 
suggest that theƌe aƌe a laƌge Ŷuŵďeƌ of studies ǁhiĐh suŵŵaƌize ĐoŶsisteŶĐǇ iŶ offeŶdiŶg iŶto 
those ǁhiĐh taƌget PeƌsoŶ oƌ PƌopeƌtǇ. The fiŶdiŶgs iŶ the pƌeseŶt thesis suggest that iŶdiǀiduals 
shoǁ pƌefeƌeŶĐes foƌ a paƌtiĐulaƌ taƌget; this is eǀideŶt iŶ theiƌ attitude toǁaƌds the hǇpothetiĐal 
sĐeŶaƌios.  
The findings presented for the AOSS also reveal that justification style can be differentiated into 
Instrumental or Expressive reasoning styles. Therefore, hypothesis 2 can be accepted. Justifications 
which are Expressive suggest action is necessary to preserve life. The scores for this style of 
justification were amongst the highest scoring items on the scale. These findings reflect those from 
the pilot study which also demonstrated that individuals showed a preference for this style of 
justification. This increase in propensity to act for an Expressive justification is evident for both 
person and property crime types. 
The results also demonstrate a similar level of attitude to all justifications which indicate that there 
is a reduced risk of detection. This Instrumental justification style is evident for property and person 
style crime types. Reasons for breaking the laws within society have previously been defined in 
terms of stages, by Kohlberg, and the findings presented here can be related to this. For example, 
Instrumental justifications identified in the present study, are those which indicate a reduced risk of 
deteĐtioŶ. These ĐaŶ ďe seeŶ as siŵilaƌ to Kohlďeƌg͛s ͚Pƌe-conventional level', which is concerned 
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with avoiding punishment. The present study defines Expressive justifications as those which 
pƌeseƌǀe life. These ĐaŶ ďe seeŶ as siŵilaƌ to Kohlďeƌg͛s ͚Post ĐoŶǀeŶtioŶal͛ leǀel, ǁhiĐh is ĐoŶĐeƌŶed 
with universal ethical principles, which may include the preservation of life. However, unlike 
Kohlďeƌg͛s stages, these justifiĐatioŶ stǇles aƌe iŶteƌĐhaŶgeaďle depeŶdiŶg oŶ the tǇpe of Đƌiŵe aŶd 
the situation. 
Canter & Fritzon (1998) and Youngs (2004) suggested that criminal and deviant acts can be defined 
as Instrumental or Expressive. Expressive crime styles are those that carry their own reward; where 
the act or gain serves as a reward, and produces an emotional gain. Instrumental crime styles 
achieve a secondary goal or reward; for instance a financial reward. The findings presented in the 
present study establishes that justifications are differentiated into those which indicate the 
preservation of life (labelled Expressive), and those which infer a reduced risk of being caught 
(labelled Instrumental). The five justifications presented, were not an exhaustive list of all those 
possible, but were designed to be representative of a variety of justification styles. 
By examining raw scores of individual items, it is possible to determine how items are responded to 
in terms of both the crime scenario, and the justification which makes action necessary. It is 
proposed that instead of measuring crime and justification styles independent of each other, they 
give a clearer understanding of how propensity to act is increased when examined in combination. 
Initial consideration of the structure of attitudes identifies four stylistic preferences: Instrumental 
Person, Expressive Person, Instrumental Property, and Expressive Property scenarios. However, 
items within the Property scenarios did point to differences in level of preference towards each 
scenario.  
In order to explore whether there was any further difference between the items on the AOSS, the 
data were subject to Exploratory Factor Analysis. Results from factor analysis somewhat support the 
proposed structure of findings, and give a clearer indication of the variables which show a similar 
level of response. The results from this suggested that it would be more appropriate to define 
stylistic preference as the level of gain the act elicits, combined with the justification styles. The way 
the justifications were labelled was changed to be clearer and less confusing. As reported offending 
has been categorised as Instrumental and Expressive, it may be confusing to label the justifications 
in this way. Therefore, the justification style labels were amended; Instrumental justifications were 
labelled Objective, and Expressive justifications were labelled Emotive. Re-examination of the SSA 
defines these three factors in distinct regions, which can be labelled: High gain objective reasons, 
High gain emotive reasons, and Low gain all reasons.  
Items within the High gain objective reason area represent scenarios which may elicit a high level of 
monetary gain, combined with justifications which indicate that there is a reduced risk of detection. 
This region does contain scenarios involving both Person and Property interactions. Although these 
are in the same region there is still a space, and therefore a distinction, between each type of 
scenario.   
The second region, labelled High gain emotive reason, contained items that would elicit a higher 
level of monetary gain when combined with justifications that protect life. This region also contained 
crime scenarios which involve both person and property crimes, and show a similar structure to that 
mentioned above. The items relating to person directed crimes are on one side of the region, and 
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crimes relating to property are on the other. So again, although this was defined as one region there 
is still some distinction between the two styles of crimes. 
The fiŶal ƌegioŶ ĐoŶtaiŶed all of the iteŵs ǁhiĐh ƌelate to the sĐeŶaƌio ͚Take a purse that appears to 
ďe uŶatteŶded͛, this group of items is labelled Low gain all reasons. This region contained 
justifications which represent both objective and emotive reasoning styles; the upper section of the 
region contained the objective justifications, and the lower section contained emotive justifications. 
So although this is defined as one region, there is still some distinction between the two styles of 
justifications.  
These findings indicate that individuals differentiate scenarios according to the level of gain. 
Therefore, hypothesis 3 can be accepted. The findings reported by Youngs (2001) supports the 
findings presented here. Youngs suggested that young offenders differentiate the type and level of 
gain; the findings here only differentiate the level. This demonstrates that individuals have pre-
existing levels of preferences for the level of gain which would be produced. Future research in this 
area could include other lower gain scenarios to test this further. 
Social Domain Theory (SDT), proposed by Nucci and Turiel (1978), recognizes the complex nature of 
behavioural decisions in a social context. The findings presented here suggest that there are multiple 
factors which influence behaviour. SDT supports this view and identifies that there are psychological, 
situational, and social factors which all influence behavioural decisions. SDT labels these as domains, 
and suggests that individuals draw from these three domains in parallel to inform action. The 
findings presented here also suggest that individuals will consider multiple aspects of a scenario 
before deciding on action. The type and level of gain (high or low), the target of the offending 
behaviour (person or property), and the reason action is required (objective or emotive) are 
considered in parallel. These findings enrich our understanding of the factors which increase 
propensity to commit a crime, and enrich our understanding of theories such as SDT. 
Individual differences were found between age and gender groups. Males had significantly higher 
scores than females in all three regions. Therefore, hypothesis 4 can be accepted. It was also 
determined that those who are aged under 30 scored significantly higher than those over 30 in all 
three regions. Therefore, hypothesis 5 can be accepted. These findings support literature such as 
Farrington et al (1988), who suggested that young males are the ones most likely to commit crime. 
The present findings suggest that even before any crimes have taken place, males and those under 
30 demonstrate more of a positive attitude towards all crime and justification styles.  
The current chapter clearly demonstrates that people show preferences for the style of crime they 
say they would be prepared to commit. At the same time consideration is given to which reasons 
would be more likely to motivate them to commit that act. In this way, we can begin to understand 
individual criminal behaviours as a sequence of decisions based on preferences in three areas; styles 
of crime, styles of justification, and the level of gain. It is reasonable to assume then, that criminal 
behaviours are based on the preference for style of crime, internal motivations for behaviour, and 
the level of gain which the crimes produce. This indicates that offenders are not intrinsically 
different to everybody else. Individuals make decisions based on the styles of behaviour, the 
motivation or reason for action, as well as what is gained from carrying out such behaviours. 
204 
 
The findings presented in chapter 5 have important implications on our understanding of the types 
of preferences which may influence what types or styles of crime people carry out. By understanding 
that individuals show preferences towards different styles of crime, it may be possible to identify 
those who are more at risk of offending or re-offending. By understanding that it is possible to have 
a positive attitude towards a crime for one style of justification, and a negative attitude towards the 
same crime for a different justification, may also be of some advantage in crime linking and 
rehabilitation techniques. 
In the same way, an important finding of the present study is that it is not just crime type that 
individuals show any level of preference towards, the reason for action also elicits preferences. A 
range of different crimes could be carried out by the same individual when the justification for doing 
so is similar. This also has important implications for crime linking. 
The way in which people conceptualise their behaviours can be seen as similar across all situations. 
Although the situation may change, and behaviours adapted to fit each scenario, we are only 
choosing from a range of possible understandings and preferences. Learning theorists such as 
Bandura, suggest that all behaviours are learned through positive and negative reinforcements. The 
findings presented in the present chapter, suggests that this can be extended to our understanding 
of offending behaviour. 
The present study has the advantage of using a non-incarcerated sample. Any responses given to the 
items are more likely to reflect psychological preferences, rather than relying on previous experience 
based on opportunity. The attitudes given towards these styles of behaviour and justification enrich 
our understanding of what drives individuals to act in that way. By understanding the preferred style 
of behaviour, it is possible to infer an increase in propensity to act according to these attitudes. By 
understanding this propensity, crime prevention and rehabilitation techniques can be implemented 
more effectively. 
Future research should focus on incorporating a variety of crimes and justifications to test the 
presented framework. A criminal population would be an advantage in future research to compare 
groups of preferences. The present study has the advantage of a large sample size, male and female 
participants of a variety of ages, therefore the population is from a good representation of society. 
There would also be value of presenting a range of different justifications in future, to establish if 
they could be grouped as Objective or Emotive. 
9.2 Structure of FIRO-B interpersonal personality scale. 
Many studies questioned the validity of the facets originally proposed by Schutz (1958). As was 
detailed in the opening chapters, Youngs (2004) highlighted that many of these studies used the 
coding framework suggested by Schutz, and as such were not examining the structure of the 
individual items. The purpose of chapter 6 was to examine the raw scores to determine how 
individuals structured and differentiate interpersonal behaviours, and to test the construct validity 
of the FIRO-B. 
Chapter 6 outlined results from three data sets. The first data set was a small all-male sample.  This 
data was collected at the same time as the pilot study into attitude to offending. Then, a larger 
mixed gender data set was employed. These participants completed the FIRO-B scale during the 
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main body of research. This resulted in two independent data sets. Although the data sets differed in 
the structure of interpersonal behaviours, statistical methods showed that there were no significant 
differences between the scores for Inclusion and Openness. There were differences in Control, with 
the male sample showing a higher level of Expressed Control. Therefore it was decided that it would 
be of benefit to combine the two samples, to produce a third data set which was much bigger.  
Schutz (1958) proposes three forms of interpersonal personality in his FIRO-B; Control, Openness 
and Inclusion. These forms of behaviour are defined as being Expressed or Received. There are 5 
main hypotheses: 
1. The individual items on the FIRO-B scale will be differentiated into Inclusion, Control, and 
Openness. 
2. The forms of behaviour will be identified as being Expressed or Received. 
3. There will be a significant difference in scores of males and females for each element. 
4. There will be a significant difference in scores of those under or over 30 for each element. 
5. There will be a significant difference in scores for those with or without a criminal conviction 
for each element. 
The results presented in chapter 6 demonstrate that items representing Control and Inclusion are 
well defined. Items which represent each of these interpersonal behaviours are in distinct areas of 
the SSA. However, the items which represent Openness are not so well defined. Items which 
represent Openness are dispersed throughout the SSA; some Openness items are amongst the 
Control items and others amongst Inclusion. The items Schutz identified as reflecting Openness are 
more appropriately defined as measuring the way we see others treating us; as a form of 
receptiveness to, or aĐĐeptaŶĐe of otheƌs͛ aĐtioŶs. This ƌeĐeptiǀeŶess ĐaŶ ďe iŶ the foƌŵ of IŶĐlusioŶ 
and Control. 
The structure of results from the smallest space analysis suggests that the form of Inclusion also 
includes those behaviours that are concerned with reciprocal information sharing. The items defined 
as Openness are more appropriately defined as reflecting inclusion, both in the social and emotional 
interest in others. The items that Schutz reversed, to reflect a lack of the concept being present, are 
more appropriately defined as reflecting Control. These reversed items represent a restriction, or 
inability to restrict, social and emotional intimacy. As such, the findings suggest two, rather than 
three, elements of interpersonal behaviour; Openness items are best understood as Received 
behaviour one experiences, operating within Control and Inclusion. Therefore, hypothesis 1 must be 
rejected and an alternative structure is proposed. All of the items on the FIRO-B scale measure 
aspects of Inclusion and Control, but not Openness.  
Chapter 6 shows that for Inclusion, participants had a mean score of 4.53 which is similar to other 
reported findings using mixed gender samples. For example, Siegel & Miller (2009) report a mean of 
4.86, Gilligan (1973) reports a norm of 4.7, and Hurley (1991) reports a norm of 4.6. The mean score 
for Control is 3.02 (0.74), this is a slightly lower score than others report for similar samples. For 
example, Gilligan (1973) reports a norm of 4.5, Siegal & Miller (2009) report a norm of 4.45, and 
Furnham & Crump (2007) report a norm of 5.21. However, as Furnham & Crumps sample were 
managers, level of Control would invariably be higher for their sample. There a much more 
variability in the reported norm of Openness, for example, Gilligan (1973) reports a norm of 2.6, 
Floyd (1988) reports a norm of 3.39, Ullman et al (1964)report a norm of 4.68, and Bakken & Romig 
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(1992) report a norm of 4.68. The participants in the present sample have a mean of 4.21 (0.57) 
which is slightly higher than some other studies and lower than others.  
These findings support much of the literature which suggests that the facet of Affection (or 
Openness) is not supported. For example, Dancer & woods (2006), Furnham (2008) and Macrosson 
(2000) all suggest that the facets of Inclusion and Affection are problematic and not well defined. 
The present findings go further to suggest that the non-reversed items should be grouped with the 
Inclusion items, and the reversed items should be grouped with the Control items. 
Schutz also outlines two modes of behaviours within these forms; Expressed behaviours which 
describe the way we treat others, and Received behaviours which describe the way we are treated 
by others. The results in chapter 6 show that only some of the items on the scale differentiate 
between those behaviours that are Expressed or Received. Therefore, hypothesis 2 must also be 
rejected. The items that represent Control appear to differentiate between Expressed and Received. 
This is shown in the SSA with all of the Expressed Control items within one region, and all Received 
Control items in another. However, the items that represent Expressed Openness are amongst the 
Received Control behaviours. This suggests that these reversed Received Openness items are better 
understood as the Control we exert over others.  Within the mode of Inclusion, Expressed and 
Received Inclusion items are not differentiated. This indicates that Inclusion is seen as an 
interpersonal behaviour that is Expressed towards others, and is understood as being expressed and 
reciprocated as a dynamic process.  
The overall findings suggest that the Control facet is the only one which differentiates the mode of 
behaviour. Items representing Inclusion cannot be as clearly differentiated into Expressed or 
Received. This highlights the reciprocal nature of behaviours which involve inclusion.  
Chapter 6 also highlighted some individual differences in scores across the mode and forms of 
interpersonal behaviour. There were significant differences between males and females for each 
mode and form of behaviour. Females scored higher than males in Expressed Inclusion and Received 
Inclusion. Whereas Males scored higher than females in Expressed Control and Received Control. 
Therefore, hypothesis 3 can be accepted. This reflects literature by Bakken & Romig (1992) who also 
report that females score higher than males in Inclusion. Schutz (1978) and Ullman et al (1964) both 
found that males score significantly higher in Expressed Control. 
There were significant differences between those under or over 30 in Expressed Inclusion, Received 
Inclusion, and Received Control. Those who are under 30 years old score significantly higher in each 
of these interpersonal behaviours. Therefore, hypothesis 4 can be accepted.  
There were also significant differences between those with a criminal background and those 
without. Those who have a criminal background score significantly higher than those who do not in 
Expressed Inclusion and Expressed Control. Those with a conviction have significantly lower Received 
Inclusion scores than those who do not. This means that hypothesis 5 can be accepted. There is no 
literature which compares offender and non-offenders FIRO-B scores. However, Youngs did report 
that young offenders who were high in Expressed Control are more likely to report involvement in 
violent offences.  
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In summary, the findings suggest that items within the FIRO-B can identify Control and Inclusion 
facets of behaviour. However, there is no support to suggest that Openness should be a distinct 
facet. It is suggested that Control behaviours can be clearly identified as Expressed or Received. 
Items representing Inclusion do not reflect this distinction very well. This is likely due to the 
reciprocal nature of inclusion. The FIRO-B is able to differentiate individuals on gender and age. 
More importantly, the findings indicate that scores within each of the interpersonal personality 
types differ for those who report a higher level of previous offending behaviour. In sum, the FIRO-B 
is good at differentiating mode and form of interpersonal behaviour, and can identify individual 
differences in scores. 
9.3 Structure of reported offending behaviour. 
Chapter 7 explored the structure of reported offending amongst the sample. Although the 
respondents were from the general public, the mean scores suggest involvement in a range of 
criminal and deviant acts. There were 6 hypotheses regarding structure of the D45 and individual 
differences: 
1. Offences can be differentiated into Instrumental or Expressive modes of operation. 
2. The target of the offence can be defined as person or property. 
3. Items can be differentiated into those that are more or less serious in nature. 
4. Items can be differentiated into those which produce a Material, Power, or Sensory gain. 
5. Males will have significantly higher scores than females. 
6. Those under 30 will have significantly higher scores than those over 30. 
7. Those who report having convictions will have significantly higher scores than those who do 
not. 
Although the participants are members of the general public, every item on the scale had at least 
one person reporting involvement. Nine of the items had at least 50% of participants reporting 
carrying out the act at least once. However, these are the less serious, more deviant acts. Less than 
10% of participants reported involvement in the most serious acts on the scale. 
The items within the D45 were constructed to examine the different facets of offending styles. The 
first structural hypothesis relates to the mode of operation, the hypothesis is that items could be 
differentiated as being either Instrumental or Expressive. Youngs (2004) applied a principal proposed 
by Fesbach (1964) and suggested that crimes which are Instrumental are carried out to achieve 
some secondary goal. In direct contrast to this, Expressive crimes reflect behaviours which are 
carried out for their own reward. Youngs suggests that the execution of the particular act itself is the 
primary aim. The D45 items were differentiated within the SSA plot, with Expressive crimes in a 
central cluster, and Instrumental crimes dispersed around the periphery. Therefore, hypothesis 1 
can be accepted. 
It was also hypothesised that the target of the offending behaviour could be conceptualised as 
interacting with Person or Property/object. The findings detailed in chapter 7 suggest this is only 
somewhat possible. Many of the items relating to Person or Property were differentiated; however, 
this distinction was less clear for some items. The SSA revealed that the mid-range area contained 
items that targeted both person and property. There was a central area within the SSA that 
contained mainly Person offences, and the outer region contained mainly Property offences. 
However, these areas were similar to those containing Instrumental or Expressive items.  
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A number of researchers have demonstrated that offences can be differentiated according to 
whether they are Instrumental, Expressive, Person, or Property. For example, Canter & Fritzon 
(1998), Salfati & Canter (1999), Meith & Drass (1999) and Youngs (2004) have all found that offences 
can be defined as Expressive or Instrumental and target a Person or Property. 
Instrumental and Expressive crime types appear to be differentiated in the present study. However, 
offences which target a Person or Property are less well defined. Although the outer area of the SSA 
contained mostly Property offences, the inner area contained a mix of Person and Property crimes. It 
seems that non-incarcerated participants do not differentiate the target of the offences in the same 
way that incarcerated participants do. Therefore hypothesis 1 must be rejected, and hypothesis 2 
can be accepted.  
The results in chapter 7 also demonstrated that the items were differentiated according to the level 
of seriousness. The SSA shows a progression from more serious offences to less serious ones. 
Therefore, hypothesis 3 can be accepted. This ordering of seriousness is reflected most clearly in 
items relating to shoplifting. For example, variables to the right of the plot represent shoplifting with 
a low value (£5), the variables increased in value of the shoplifted items as the variables progressed 
further to the left of the plot. These findings support Youngs (2001) suggestion that offences are 
differentiated according to level of gain. Youngs (2001) suggested that items reflecting a high or low 
level of Material, Power, or Sensory gains are differentiated. However, the present findings suggest 
that non-incarcerated participants differentiate the level, but not type, of gain.  
Another type of crime which supports the progression of seriousness is items relating to violence. 
For example, items to the right of the plot are low level violence, further to the left the items 
progress to more serious violent behaviours, to those ǁhiĐh iŶĐluded the use of a ǁeapoŶ. YouŶgs͛ 
findings suggested that offenders did not differentiate violent offences which involved the use of a 
weapon or not, whereas the present results do. This is an important difference in the way offenders 
and non-offenders view violent acts. These findings are similar to those reported by Youngs (2004). 
Youngs reported that young offenders differentiate crimes according to whether they produce a 
higher or lower level of psychological intensity. The findings presented in the present study 
demonstrate that differentiating level of psychological intensity, or seriousness, is true of 
incarcerated and non-incarcerated individuals.    
Amongst the low level violence behaviours were items that indicated general disruptive behaviour 
and not being at school when meant to be. This suggests that young people who are supposed to be 
at school are likely to be involved in other general disruptive offences.  However, as it was not 
recorded what age these offences were committed there is no way to examine this further.  
The non-incarcerated population employed in the present study showed a higher level of 
involvement in items which produce lower level gains. This could perhaps have been expected from 
a non-incarcerated population. The structure of these findings does suggest that classifying offences 
according to level of seriousness or gain, and Instrumental or Expressive is reliable and robust across 
different populations. 
The structure of variables presented within the SSA contained a central cluster of offending 
behaviours which were also reported in a central cluster by Youngs. In Youngs (2004) study these 
were all reported as being committed frequently, whereas the participants in the present study 
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reported these as infrequent behaviours. This is an important difference between populations as it 
suggests that involvement in these acts could differentiate between those who can be classed as 
offenders who regularly break the law, and non-offenders who have broken the law infrequently. 
Youngs (2001) suggests that it is possible to infer specialisation in offending behaviour when the 
offences are classified according to the three fundamental incentives of Material, Power, and 
Sensory gains. The SSA plot did not show the items relating to these gains in any identifiable area. 
Therefore, hypothesis 4 must be rejected. However, this could also be an important difference 
between the thinking patterns of incarcerated and non-incarcerated participants. It was these types 
of gain that Youngs suggested could be dichotomised into high or low level of gain. Although the 
structure of gains was not evident in the present study, the level of gain was. This suggests that 
incarcerated participants are concerned with type and level of gain, whereas non-incarcerated 
participants are only concerned with level of gain. 
The items on the D45 were summed into the various sub-categories and individual differences were 
examined. The findings showed that males have significantly higher scores than females in all 
regions. Therefore, hypothesis 5 can be accepted. This reflects general trends within the literature 
which suggests that males offend more (Farrington et al 1988; Walmsley et al, 1992). No significant 
differences were found for those under or over 30 years old. However, it must be noted that the age 
at which the offences took place was not recorded. Unsurprisingly then, there were no significant 
interactions between age and gender.  
The results presented here confirm that the D45 is a robust and reliable way of measuring offending 
and can be applied to non-offenders (or non-incarcerated) individuals. These findings demonstrate 
that both attitude and reported offending can be differentiated according to level of gain and level 
of seriousness. This reflects the robustness of these constructs in both actual and hypothetical 
instances, and infers that the way in which we think about styles of offending behaviour is a fixed 
construct. 
9.4 Interaction effects of scales 
Chapter 8 explored the ways in which all of the processes outlined so far are related. The chapter 
was presented in four different stages, which included five hypotheses. These are as follows: 
1. Styles of attitude towards offending can be related to interpersonal personality style. 
2. Styles of reported offending can be related to interpersonal personality. 
3. Styles of attitude towards offending can be related to styles of reported offending. 
4. Styles of attitude towards offending and interpersonal personality style can accurately 
predict overall level of reported offending.  
5. Styles of interpersonal personality can have an impact on the relationship between attitude 
styles and reported offending. 
 
9.4.1 Attitude and personality styles 
The first section of this chapter explored the way in which interpersonal personality styles are 
related to preferences for hypothetical crime scenarios. The findings presented in chapter 8 
210 
 
indicated that some interpersonal personality styles can be related to certain styles of hypothetical 
offending. Therefore, hypothesis 1 can be accepted.  
The T tests outlined in chapter 8 found that those who score high in Expressed Inclusion (i.e. they 
include other people in their lives) are likely to have a more positive attitude towards hypothetical 
scenarios which produce a higher gain and are carried out for objective reasons. When the FIRO-B 
scores were examined as external variables on the SSA, it was found that those who agreed to the 
items which produced a higher gain had higher levels of Expressed Inclusion. These individuals also 
agree to scenarios which interact with people, but only when there is a reduced chance of getting 
caught. This reflects the connection which these individuals may have with others, preferring non-
contact crimes and person crimes only when the risk of detection is low. 
T tests found that those who have higher level of Expressed Control (i.e. they control other people) 
have significantly higher scores in all three regions of the AOSS. The FIRO-B scores on the SSA 
confirmed this and also showed that those who agreed to all of the items on the SSA have much 
higher level of Expressed Control. Those who agreed to items in the high gain objective region have 
the highest levels of Expressed Control. These higher levels of preference towards the scenarios may 
reflect the controlling aspect of their personality. It shows that those who show control over others 
are confident taking control and are willing to take what they desire from others.  
The T tests also showed that there were no significant differences in AOSS scores between those 
who are high or low in Received Inclusion (i.e. others include them). However, it did show that those 
who reported other people include them have lower AOSS scores than those who say others do not 
include them. This may be a reflection of their overall value for norms and law within society. The 
FIRO-B scores on the SSA confirmed this and showed that those who agreed to all the items on the 
AOSS have low levels of Received Inclusion. This may reflect their lack of closeness with other people 
and lack of regard for the rules and law.  
T tests revealed that those who are high in Received Control (i.e. others control them) have 
significantly higher scores in each AOSS region. These findings were confirmed by examining the 
FIRO-B scores as external variables on the SSA. Those who agreed to all items on the AOSS had 
higher levels of Received Control. Those who agreed to items in the high gain objective region have 
the highest levels of Received Control. It is possible that those who report that others control them 
are more easily influenced into offending.  
9.4.2 Reported offending and personality 
The second section explored the relationship between interpersonal personality style and style of 
reported offending behaviour. The findings indicated that there are some interpersonal personality 
styles which are related to offending styles. Therefore, hypothesis 2 can be accepted.  
The T tests found that those who scored higher in each of the D45 regions have higher Expressed 
Inclusion scores. However, these differences were only significant in the More serious, Instrumental, 
and Expressive regions. The total D45 score was also significantly higher for those who score high in 
Expressed Inclusion. This means that those who are included by other people are more likely to 
report involvement in a range of offences. The FIRO-B scores as external variables on the D45 SSA 
confirmed this; those who agreed to most of the items on the D45 had higher Expressed Inclusion 
211 
 
scores. Higher Expressed Inclusion scores were found for some of the more serious crimes. It is 
possible that their close relationship with others leads to a lack of inhibition in offending behaviour. 
However, those who reported involvement in the minor deviant acts have lower levels of Expressed 
Inclusion. This may indicate that those who do not feel included by others are more likely to avoid 
interaction, and as such have a lower involvement in offending in general.  
The T tests established that those who scored higher in Expressed Control have significantly higher 
total D45 scores as well as higher scores in each region. This was confirmed with the FIRO-B scores 
as external variables on the SSA. Those who gave a positive response to most of the items have 
higher levels of Expressed Control. Those who said they had been involved in violent acts had the 
highest levels of Expressed Control. This reflects the dominant aspect of their personality. It is 
possible that these individuals are at ease using violence to get what they want from other people.  
These findings are similar to those reported by Youngs (2004); she found that young offenders who 
were high in Expressed Control tended to report a higher level of involvement in Expressive Person 
crimes. Youngs also found that those who reported carrying out crimes which involved the use of a 
weapon have higher levels of Expressed Control. This would suggest that the use of a weapon can be 
linked to elevated levels of Expressed Control for both incarcerated and non-incarcerated 
individuals. Therefore, it can be assumed that those who tend to exert control over other people are 
more prone to commit violent acts. However those who said they had been involved in minor 
deviant acts had lower levels of Expressed Control.   
The T tests showed that those who have lower levels of Received Inclusion have significantly higher 
scores in the Les serious and Expressive regions, and significantly higher total D45 scores. The FIRO 
scores as external variables on the SSA confirmed this. Those who gave a positive response to all the 
items on the D45 have lower Received Inclusion scores. In other words, those who report 
involvement in crime say that others do not include them. Those who reported involvement in 
violent acts which involved a weapon scored very low in Received Inclusion. It is possible that the 
use of violence, which includes the use of a weapon, can be related to a lack of regard for others and 
a lack of empathy. Those who reported involvement in violent acts which did not use a weapon, as 
well as some less serious crimes have higher levels of Received Inclusion. However, these levels are 
still below the average Received Inclusion levels. Again, this may be a reflection of their lack of 
closeness with other people and a lack of regard for their wellbeing.  
The T tests showed that there was no significant difference in D45 scores between those who scored 
high or low in Received Control. However, when the FIRO-B scores were examined as external 
variables on the SSA, it was revealed that those who gave a positive response to many of the items 
on the D45 have higher levels of Received Control. Those who had reported involvement in the more 
serious crimes which include violence had higher levels of Received Control. It is possible that this 
violence is some kind of a reaction against the control they feel others have over them.  Those who 
reported involvement in the less serious rebellious acts had lower levels of Received Control. This is 
likely to be a reflection of a more rebellious type of personality.  
Youngs found that young offenders who reported involvement in property crimes had much higher 
levels of Received Control. This could be an important difference between incarcerated and non-
incarcerated participants. Non-incarcerated participants with high levels of Received Control tend to 
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report involvement in more serious violent crimes. Whereas incarcerated participants with high 
levels of Received Control report involvement in property crimes.  
9.4.3 Attitude and reported offending 
The third section examined the relationship between attitude preferences and styles of previous 
offending behaviour. It was established that styles of attitude towards offending are related to styles 
of reported offending. Therefore, hypothesis 3 can be accepted.  
The findings indicate that preferences for crimes which are Instrumental are correlated with 
scenarios with objective reasons. This means that crimes which are carried out to achieve a 
secondary goal can be related to preferences for hypothetical justifications with external benefits. 
Preferences for these styles of offending would suggest a logical goal driven approach to offending. 
It was also found that preferences for Instrumental crimes are most highly correlated with High gain 
emotive reason hypothetical preferences. This means that crimes which are carried out to achieve a 
secondary goal can be related to preferences for hypothetical justifications with internal benefits. In 
this instance, it appears that the level of the gain has the most influence over attitude and 
behavioural preferences. The low gain region of the AOSS has the highest correlation with 
Instrumental and all less seriousness items. This confirms again, that the level of gain that the crime 
produces is a key factor in crime preference formation.   
The findings presented so far suggest that individuals form preferences for hypothetical scenarios 
based on the level of gain and the justification for action. Some individuals will show preferences for 
hypothetical crime scenarios with emotive benefits such as saving life. Conversely there are 
individuals who show a preference towards hypothetical crime scenarios because there is less 
chance of getting caught. As has been demonstrated, these preferences towards the various styles 
of hypothetical crimes can be linked to styles of reported offending behaviour. Therefore, it can be 
assumed that measuring preferences towards hypothetical offending styles is a valid way to infer the 
behaviours which that individual is likely to have been involved in.  
9.4.4 Predicting level of reported offending 
The fourth section examined the combined effect of attitude and interpersonal personality on level 
of self-reported offending behaviour. The multiple regression analyses show that preferential 
attitudes for hypothetical scenarios which produce a higher level of gain are good predictors for 
level of self-reported offending. However, preferences towards hypothetical scenarios with lower 
gains are not a good predictor of level of previous offending. Therefore, hypothesis 4 can be 
accepted as attitude and personality styles can accurately predict overall level of reported offending.  
The multiple regression analysis outlined in chapter 7 showed that when attitude to offending scores 
are summed into various styles and levels of gain, these scores can accurately predict overall level of 
reported offending. This supports the general proposition of Theory of Reasoned Action (Fishbein & 
Ajzen, 1975) which proposes that it is possible to predict behaviour from attitude. The results 
presented here suggest that this can be extended to offending behaviour. A positive attitude 
towards certain styles of hypothetical offending can accurately predict level of actual offending.  
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A second multiple regression analysis was presented to investigate whether interpersonal 
personality styles can accurately predict level of reported offending. The results showed that three 
out of four interpersonal personality styles are good predictors of level of self-reported offending. 
Expressed Inclusion and Expressed Control have a significant positive relationship with reported 
offending. However, level of Received Inclusion has a negative relationship with level of reported 
offending. That is to say, when an individual reports that they are included by other people, level of 
self-reported offending is low. However, when people report that others do not include them, level 
of self-reported offending is high. This suggests that higher levels of Inclusion within society reduce 
levels of criminality. The more individuals feel included, the less likely they are to commit crimes. 
Conversely, when individuals do not feel included by others in society, level of offending is higher.  It 
is possible that these feelings of inclusion or non-inclusion have an effect on the values that person 
has for other people as well as the norms and laws within society. 
These findings support the argument proposed by Canter & Youngs (2009) that actions can be 
related to characteristics when they are defined in terms of themes. To some degree, a seƌies of ͚if-
theŶ͛ stateŵeŶts ǁhiĐh liŶk these tǁo doŵaiŶs ĐaŶ ďe Đƌeated. Hoǁeǀeƌ, Ŷot all of the attitudes aŶd 
characteristics have a direct relationship with level of offending behaviour. It is possible that a series 
of ͚if-theŶ͛ stateŵeŶts aƌe too siŵplistiĐ to eǆplaiŶ Đoŵpleǆ huŵaŶ ďehaǀiouƌs. 
9.4.5 The moderating effects of personality 
The fifth section explored the moderating role of personality on the relationship between attitudes 
and reported offending. Moderated multiple regression analysis findings revealed that many of the 
FIRO-B subgroups did not moderate the relationship between attitude and offending. However, one 
moderating effect was found. It was found that the relationship between high gain objective reason 
attitude and total D45 score is moderated by high, medium, or low levels of Received Control. 
Therefore, hypothesis 5 can be accepted as personality can moderate the relationship between 
attitudes and reported offending. 
It is proposed that some relationships between actions and characteristics are more appropriately 
desĐƌiďed as a seƌies of ͚if, and, theŶ͛ stateŵeŶts. Moƌe speĐifiĐallǇ, leǀels of the iŶteƌpeƌsoŶal 
personality style Received Control, moderate the relationship between attitude and behaviour. Level 
of Received Control moderates the relationship between preferences for High gain objective reason 
scenarios and level of previous offending. 
The results found that when a person has high or medium levels of Received Control, (i.e. other 
people control them) and show a high level of preference towards High gain objective reason 
scenarios, the level of self-reported offending tends to be higher. However, when a person has low 
levels of Received Control (i.e. other people do not control them) and show a high level of 
preference towards High gain objective reason scenarios, the level of self-reported offending tends 
to be lower. 
These findings suggest that the relationship between attitude and behaviour is moderated by how 
controlled people feel. Those who feel more controlled are more likely to show a strong relationship 
between preferences for crime scenarios and actual offending behaviour. This places level of 
criminality firmly within social contexts, and highlights the influence that other people can have on 
offending behaviour. It is possible that this feeling of being controlled compels the individual to 
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offend and act out on beliefs and pre-existing preferences, this could be a reaction against being 
controlled by others. It is also possible that those who do not feel controlled by others do not feel as 
compelled to act out on their pre-existing preferences. Again, this highlights the social context of 
criminality. 
9.5 Chapter summary 
The results presented in chapter 7 infer that it is possible to reliably link different aspects of an 
offender to some crime scene behaviour.  These findings also indicate that the relationship between 
actions and characteristics is multi-faceted. Many previous studies which have investigated the ways 
in which offenders actions can be linked to their characteristics, have produced limited and 
conflicting findings. It is proposed that this is due to the fact that multiple psychological components 
need to be considered when attempting to infer offender characteristics from crime scene actions. 
Aspects such as preferences for styles of behaviour, and types of interaction, as well as interpersonal 
personality styles, all need to be considered when exploring the link between an offender and the 
types of crime they commit. 
The findings show how attitude to crime styles can be linked with reported offending. The findings 
also highlight the effects of interpersonal personality styles. This demonstrates that the 
psychological characteristics of an offender influence their choice in offending behaviour. 
The research presented within this thesis provides a solid basis for understanding the ways in which 
preferences for styles of behaviour can be linked to personality style. These findings can be used as a 
foundation to help to understand which factors need to be measured when looking at which actions 























Chapter 10. Thesis summary. 
10.1 Methodological implications. 
The aim of the present thesis was to examine which psychological characteristics increase propensity 
to commit crime. Throughout the thesis it has been proposed that the individual characteristics 
which should be considered are attitude and interpersonal personality. The thesis also proposed that 
offending should be examined in terms of styles of behaviour, level of gain and psychological 
intensity. Participants were required to complete a self-report scale for each of these components. 
This led to a unique methodological advantage of having two measures of individual characteristics 
and a set of offending actions for each participant. There are methodological implications and 
advantages for each individual scale as well as for their interaction.  
The present study took the approach that if behaviour is complex and multi-faceted, then attitude 
towards a particular set of behaviours is also likely to be complex. It has previously been established 
that attitude can predict behaviour; therefore, it can be assumed that this is true of offending 
behaviour. The opening chapters of the thesis explored styles and themes of offending which 
individuals have shown behavioural consistency in. These behavioural styles were incorporated into 
hypothetical crime scenarios to measure attitude.  These scenarios were then combined with 
rationale and reasoning styles identified in the literature. This created a unique multi-faceted self-
report scale which examines attitude to offending. The methodological contributions of this are 
unique. Many studies demonstrate that behaviour is complex and multi-faceted; designing an 
attitude to offending scale using a Guttman scale can reflect this complexity.  
The earlier chapters also suggested that studies which have attempted to link offending to 
behavioural styles have been limited in their success. This is due to inappropriate personality 
theories being applied to socio-legal defiŶitioŶs of offeŶdiŶg. “Đhutz͛s FI‘O-B measures aspects of 
interpersonal personality. Schutz suggests the FIRO-B measures aspects of Inclusion, Control and 
Openness. However, a number of studies suggest that Openness is not a distinct facet and propose 
that the FIRO-B should be defined as measuring aspects of Inclusion and Control. Therefore, the 
structure of the individual items on the FIRO-B was investigated. Many previous studies have used 
the coding framework provided by Schutz. Therefore, the methodological advantages of measuring 
the relationship between each individual items advance our understanding of the mode and forms 
of interpersonal personality.  
The thesis argues that offending behaviour should be measured using a self-report scale called the 
D45. This scale presents participants with carefully worded criminal and deviant acts which 
incorporate a range of actions, intentions, and gains. Other methods, such as official criminal records 
or arrest data, would not reveal such rich information. The precise Likert scale values measure exact 
level of involvement in these acts. This allows the researcher to explore level of involvement in items 
which include similar themes or gains. The findings presented in chapter 7 validate the use of the 
extended version of Youngs (2001) D42 scale. The chapter demonstrates that this scale can measure 
level of criminality for a large cohort of non-incarcerated participants which include males and 
females of all ages. 
It was important to gather information on reported offending, as this gave an indication of the styles 
and level of involvement for each individual. Once the level of involvement in various criminal and 
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deviant acts was known, it was possible to relate these to attitude and interpersonal personality 
styles. Using self-report methods to explore attitude, personality, and reported offending behaviour 
meant it was possible to gain insight into the way an individual thinks, feels, and behaves within 
society. Such methods allow the researcher to examine the way individuals habitually interact with 
the world. These methods allowed the researcher to gather precise information.  
Statistical analyses explored several relationships between these concepts. Firstly, the relationship 
between attitude and interpersonal personality was measured. Secondly, the relationship between 
interpersonal personality and reported offending was examined. Third, the relationship between 
attitude styles and reported offending was explored. Finally, the combined effect that attitude and 
interpersonal personality has on reported offending can also be explored. Gathering this data on 
three separate scales allows several aspects of the relationship to be examined.   
There is an advantage to exploring the structure of each scale using Facet Theory and Smallest Space 
AŶalǇsis. The ““A͛s ǁhiĐh haǀe ďeeŶ pƌeseŶted thƌoughout the thesis alloǁs oŶe to eǆploƌe hoǁ 
each scale is differentiated into dominant styles and themes. Once these themes were identified it 
was possible to use other statistical methods to examine the relationship between the scales and 
the individual differences within them.  
10.2 Theoretical implications. 
As with the methodological implications, there are theoretical implications and advances for the 
overall study as well as for the individual studies presented within it.   
The studies in chapter 5 demonstrate that individuals show a preferential attitude towards various 
aspects of behaviour. This adds to our understanding of literature from learning theorists such as 
Bandura (1973) who suggests that we use our experience of the word to inform our actions. The 
findings show that people have pre-existing preferences towards styles of behaviour. These 
preferences for styles may be applied to a ƌaŶge of situatioŶs to Đƌeate ͚theŵes͛ iŶ ouƌ daǇ to daǇ 
behaviour. Social Domain Theory (Turiel ϭϵϴϯͿ pƌoposes that people͛s aĐtioŶs aƌe iŶfoƌŵed ďǇ 
knowledge from three domains. The findings presented in this thesis support the idea of different 
domains informing behaviour and go further to identify themes within those domains. 
Some of the justifications which were investigated in chapter 5 were based on the Neutralisation 
techniques proposed by Sykes & Matza (1957). However, there was no evidence to suggest that 
people have preferential attitudes towards these. This means that such neutralisation techniques 
may only be employed in high-stake situations. It is possible such neutralisation techniques are only 
thought of immediately before, during, or even after the act. The findings show that preferential 
attitudes are dependent on several factors such as the target of the offence, the type of behaviour 
required to carry it out including verbal or physical, as well as the nature of what is to be gained 
from carrying out the act. These findings support literature within I.P. which identify consistency for 
styles in offending. It was also found that people differentiate justifications into two styles: 
Instrumental and Expressive. These terms were changed to Objective and Emotive reasoning styles 
in order to reduce any confusion between terms. However, these justification styles can be related 
to the internal and external benefits that offenders have shown consistency towards. This means 
that offending and justification styles can be differentiated in a similar way. 
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Future consideration of attitude to offending and justification styles should further test the 
differentiation of higher or lower level gains. A range of scenarios should be produced to represent 
different levels of gain. Future studies should also consider testing the overall framework of 
justifications.  
The results which are presented in chapter 6, support the literature which criticises the structure of 
the FIRO-B scale. These findings contribute to the long standing debate on the validity of the scale 
summed into six sub groups.  The findings support literature which suggests that Openness is not a 
distinct facet. The results also add to the debate on gender and age differences in each of the facets. 
The findings within the present thesis support the argument made by Youngs (2004), that when 
considering the characteristics of offenders, one must consider interpersonal tendencies. 
Future studies into the structure of interpersonal personality should test the framework by 
examining the scores of each individual item in relation to each other. It has been demonstrated 
throughout the thesis that the framework proposed by Schutz is not widely applicable and requires 
revision.  
The D45 has proven to be a useful devise for investigating style and level of involvement in a range 
of offending activities. The results set out in chapter 7 demonstrate that offending behaviours 
should be categorised according to themes which are evident in behaviour, gain, and target of 
offence. Previous studies which have investigated consistency in offending actions have tended to 
use legal classifications of offences (e.g. Lo, Ki & Chen, 2008; Blumstein et al, 1988). However, the 
findings within this thesis indicate that it would be more applicable to categorise offences according 
to the target of the offence, style of behaviour, level of gain, and the target of the offence. 
The results support many studies within Investigative Psychology, which have identified preferences 
towards crimes that are carried out for Instrumental or Expressive reasons (e.g. Salfati & Canter, 
1999; Miethe & Drass, 1999). The results detailed also support literature which suggests that 
individuals show preferences towards crimes which interact with a person or property/object (e.g. 
Canter & Youngs, 2009; Armstrong, 2008). 
Youngs (2001) suggests that offenders will show preferences for crimes with different types of gain. 
Youngs found that offenders consistently commit crimes which produce Material, Power, or Sensory 
gains. The findings presented here somewhat support this, and suggest that the level of gain is also 
an important factor to consider. However, the non-offenders in the present study do not 
differentiate preferences based on the type of gain. This may be an important difference between 
offenders and non-offenders. Youngs (2001) also suggests that crimes vary in psychological intensity. 
The results in chapter 7 support this, and also demonstrate that preferences exist for crimes which 
are more or less serious in nature.   
Chapter 8 shows the relationships between different styles of offending and interpersonal 
tendencies. Previous literature which has examined the relationship between personality and 
different types of crime has been inconsistent. Some papers outline evidence to suggest there is a 
link between personality and crime (Eysenk, Rust & Eysenk, 1977), whereas others have found no 
such relationship (e.g. Furnham & Thompson, 1991). It is proposed that the reason for this is that the 
personality scales which have been applied are not as relevant to offending as the FIRO-B.  
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The interactions between the various scales, detailed in chapter 8, have several important 
implications. The findings add to our understanding of how attitude preferences towards styles of 
offending can be related to actual behaviour, which supports literature regarding the Theory of 
Reasoned Action (Fishbein & Ajzen, 1975). It was found that styles of reported offending behaviour 
are correlated with styles of attitude towards crimes.  The findings also add to our understanding of 
the ways in which attitude and personality are related. Styles of interpersonal personality can be 
related to preferences towards styles in the hypothetical scenarios presented.   
Much of the literature which examines the relationship between actions and characteristics, 
examines the relationship between attitude and crime, or personality and crime. However, the 
findings presented here demonstrate that attitude and personality have a combined effect on 
offending behaviour. The present thesis advances our understanding of the way in which personality 
can moderate the relationship between attitude and behaviour. This suggests that if one wishes to 
understand criminality, it is necessary to consider the way a person thinks and behaves and how this 
is instantiated by personality. 
10.3 Practical implications. 
As with the methodological and theoretical implications, there are practical applications and 
implications that can be derived from each individual study as well as from the overall findings.  
Chapter 8 shows that particular interpersonal personality characteristics are associated with styles 
and levels of offending. The findings presented in the present thesis have the potential to be applied 
in numerous ways. The thesis has shown that it is possible to identify individual characteristics that 
are associated with higher levels of offending. By targeting these characteristics through 
interventions and treatment programs, it may be possible to reduce levels of offending.  
With an informed understanding of the way a person sees the world around them, and the way in 
which they habitually act and react, it may be possible to develop our understanding of existing 
treatment programs, and make them as effective as possible for different types of offender. For 
example, there is a rehabilitation program known as the Enhanced Thinking Skills program. This 
treatment program helps to develop various cognitive skills, and target styles of thinking and 
attitudes which lead to anti-social behaviour. The program helps to develop cognitive skills including, 
but not limited to: impulse control, values/moral reasoning, and interpersonal problem solving. 
Therefore, with a better understanding of how interpersonal personality can moderate the 
relationship between attitudes and offending behaviour, this program could be developed to be 
more effective. 
Chapter 8 revealed that those who have lower levels of Received Inclusion have a higher level of 
reported offending. Therefore, a community intervention program could be developed using the 
findings presented here. The program could be designed to encourage people to interact and 
include members of their community, thus improving levels of Received Inclusion.   
Similarly, the thesis found that higher levels of Expressed Control were found for those who 
reported violent crimes and crimes involving weapons. Therefore, programs could be introduced 
which attempt to lower levels of Expressed Control. These kinds of programs could be developed for 
both offenders and communities.  
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Intervention and rehabilitation programs are also applicable to changing attitudes. For example, it 
was established that those who show a more positive attitude towards crimes which produce a 
higher level of gain and are committed for objective reasons (e.g. not get seen / to get away with it) 
are likely to have a higher reported involvement in crime. Therefore, by attempting to change 
attitudes, either passively or actively, one may be able to reduce levels of involvement in offending.  
Passive interventions could be in the form of information posters. For example, a poster which 
highlights the ͚hiddeŶ ǀiĐtiŵs͛ of Đƌiŵe, oƌ highlights the wider impact of offences could help to 
shape attitude towards offending.  
The findings can also be used to develop more effective interviewing techniques. Those high in a 
particular interpersonal style may respond to a particular interviewing style but not another. For 
example, those who are high in Received Control may respond better to an authoritative interview 
style. Whereas someone who is low in Received Control, may not respond as well to such an 
interview style.   
In summary, the findings which are presented throughout the present thesis could inform many 
areas of literature within offender profiling and investigative psychology. These findings significantly 
add to our understanding of the way attitude and interpersonal personality are related to offending 
styles. Most importantly, the moderating role of personality needs to be considered when exploring 


















Chapter 11. Conclusion and future directions. 
In conclusion, the present thesis has demonstrated that individual characteristics can be related to 
styles of offending in a reliable and robust way. In doing this, it has been possible to identify the 
psychological characteristics which increase propensity to offend. The thesis makes a significant 
contribution to knowledge in several ways. The overall findings of the thesis demonstrate that the 
iŶteƌpeƌsoŶal peƌsoŶalitǇ stǇle ͚‘eĐeiǀed CoŶtƌol͛ ŵodeƌates the ƌelatioŶship ďetǁeeŶ attitudiŶal 
preferences for higher gain scenarios and level of reported offending.  The thesis also makes a 
contribution to knowledge by highlighting the ways in which interpersonal personality styles and 
attitudinal preferences are related to, and can predict, levels of reported offending.  
The present thesis employed members of the general public as the research was investigating 
preferences in attitude to offending. If offenders had been recruited, it could be argued that their 
responses to the hypothetical crime scenarios could reflect previous experiences based on 
opportunity. However, the findings revealed that members of the general public are not non-
offenders, but non-incarcerated. These participants reported involvement in a range of offences; 
every item on the D45 had a least one participant reporting involvement. There are only a limited 
number of studies which investigate offending in a non-incarcerated population. Therefore, the 
present study adds significant understanding to the level and styles of reported offending amongst 
the general public.    
The participants reported involvement in a range of offences, the results revealed how involvement 
in these was differentiated. Some of the styles and themes identified in the present thesis reflected 
styles identified in the literature. For example, both incarcerated and non-incarcerated participants 
differentiate offences with a higher or lower level of psychological intensity. They also differentiate 
offences as Instrumental or Expressive. However, there were also some differences in the way 
crimes were differentiated. For example Youngs says that offenders differentiate crimes into those 
which produce a Material, Power or Sensory gain, however, the present population did not.  
The overall level of involvement in a range of offending behaviours allowed an exploration of the 
relationship between attitude, personality, and offending. This involvement in a range of offending 
actions meant that it was possible to relate individual characteristics to offending styles. The 
structure of these relationships adds a significant contribution to knowledge. 
The present thesis proposed that the individual characteristics which should be examined are 
attitude and interpersonal personality. It has been shown that attitude towards a set of behaviours 
(offending in the present case) is complex and should incorporate multiple components. For 
example, the target of the offence, the behaviours, the styles of interaction, the level of gain, and 
the reason for action, all need to be considered. In order to measure multiple components, Guttman 
scales and Facet theory procedures are required. As this is the first exploration of its kind, the 
findings make a significant contribution to our understanding of attitude towards offending.   
It has also been demonstrated that interpersonal personality is best measured using individual items 
on the FIRO-B scale rather than any artificial groupings of items. The findings showed that both 
attitude and personality can accurately predict level of reported offending independent of each 
other. However, the thesis also demonstrates that personality can moderate the relationship 
between attitude and offending. Studies have previously examined the direct impact of personality. 
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The present study has shown that personality can also have a moderating effect. This is a unique 
finding, and opens up new ways of thinking about how to relate offending actions to individual 
characteristics.  
Future research should expand on all of the issues highlighted within the present thesis. Previous 
studies have not considered the multi-faceted nature of behaviour when examining attitudes 
towards it. Therefore, future studies need to build upon the factors which have been identified and 
test the concepts further. For example, future studies should examine several levels of gain in order 
to establish the different levels of preferences for each. The justification for action also needs to be 
further tested. If attitude to offending can be differentiated into reasons for action, then actual 
offending may also be dependent on reason for action. Therefore, attitude to objective and emotive 
reasons for action, should be further tested by incorporating them in studies of attitudinal 
preferences.  
Future studies into either psychological aspect of propensity, or linking action to characteristics, 
should consider both interpersonal personality and multi-faceted attitudes. Both attitude and 
personality can have an impact on offending behaviour. Importantly though, future studies should 
consider the moderating role of personality.  
Finally, future studies should compare offenders and non-offenders, or more appropriately, 
incarcerated and non-incarcerated participants. These studies should test the presented framework 
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Appendix 1: Hypothetical Offending Style Scale 
Scenario 1 
‘Use force to get a security guard to open the van and take the money’ 
 
How likely do you think you would be to commit a crime like this in a life and death situation for acquiring 
money? 
1 Never. 
2 Possibly under the most extreme circumstances. 
3 Possibly under certain circumstances. 
4 Likely. 
5 Yes I could imagine doing this. 
6 Yes very likely to do this. 
7 Definitely. 
 
Are there any circumstances for which you could imagine yourself doing an action like this? 
1 Never. 
2 Possibly under the most extreme circumstances. 
3 Possibly under certain circumstances. 
4 Likely. 
5 Yes I could imagine doing this. 
6 Yes very likely to do this. 
7 Definitely. 
 
Imagine perhaps you were to become intoxicated and you have the extra confidence of for e.g. alcohol or 
cocaine and this situation presented itself, you possibly wouldn’t even remember what happened. Would you 
consider par taking in a crime like this?  
1 Never. 
2 Possibly under the most extreme circumstances. 
3 Possibly under certain circumstances. 
4 Likely. 
5 Yes I could imagine doing this. 
6 Yes very likely to do this. 
7 Definitely. 
 
Would you consider committing a crime like this if it was dark at night and there were no other people around? 
No witnesses or any other people’s reactions to affect you.  
1 Never. 
2 Possibly under the most extreme circumstances. 
3 Possibly under certain circumstances. 
4 Likely. 
5 Yes I could imagine doing this. 
6 Yes very likely to do this. 
7 Definitely. 
 
Consider a situation in which someone very close to you needed a very expensive operation and this would be 
the only way to acquire the funding. Would you ever consider an action like this?  
1 Never. 
2 Possibly under the most extreme circumstances. 
3 Possibly under certain circumstances. 
4 Likely. 
5 Yes I could imagine doing this. 














‘Use necessary threat and force to get a shop assistant to open the till and take the money’ 
 
How much do you think you could commit a crime like this in a life and death situation for acquiring money? 
1 Never. 
2 Possibly under the most extreme circumstances. 
3 Possibly under certain circumstances. 
4 Likely. 
5 Yes I could imagine doing this. 
6 Yes very likely to do this. 
7 Definitely. 
 
Are there any circumstances for which you could imagine yourself doing an action like this? 
1 Never. 
2 Possibly under the most extreme circumstances. 
3 Possibly under certain circumstances. 
4 Likely. 
5 Yes I could imagine doing this. 
6 Yes very likely to do this. 
7 Definitely. 
 
Imagine perhaps you were to become intoxicated and you have the extra confidence of for e.g. alcohol or 
cocaine and this situation presented itself, you possibly wouldn’t even remember what happened. Would you 
consider par taking in a crime like this?  
1 Never. 
2 Possibly under the most extreme circumstances. 
3 Possibly under certain circumstances. 
4 Likely. 
5 Yes I could imagine doing this. 
6 Yes very likely to do this. 
7 Definitely. 
 
Would you consider committing a crime like this if it was dark at night and there were no other people around? 
No witnesses or any other people’s reactions to affect you.  
1 Never. 
2 Possibly under the most extreme circumstances. 
3 Possibly under certain circumstances. 
4 Likely. 
5 Yes I could imagine doing this. 
6 Yes very likely to do this. 
7 Definitely. 
 
Consider a situation in which someone very close to you needed a very expensive operation and this would be 
the only way to acquire the funding. Would you ever consider an action like this?  
1 Never. 
2 Possibly under the most extreme circumstances. 
3 Possibly under certain circumstances. 
4 Likely. 
5 Yes I could imagine doing this. 
















‘Force open a window and take personal property from a house with intention of selling these goods’. 
 
How much do you think you could commit a crime like this in a life and death situation for acquiring money? 
1 Never. 
2 Possibly under the most extreme circumstances. 
3 Possibly under certain circumstances. 
4 Likely. 
5 Yes I could imagine doing this. 
  6 Yes very likely to do this. 
7 Definitely. 
 
Are there any circumstances for which you could imagine yourself doing an action like this? 
1 Never. 
2 Possibly under the most extreme circumstances. 
3 Possibly under certain circumstances. 
4 Likely. 
5 Yes I could imagine doing this. 
6 Yes very likely to do this. 
7 Definitely. 
 
Imagine perhaps you were to become intoxicated and you have the extra confidence of for e.g. alcohol or 
cocaine and this situation presented itself, you possibly wouldn’t even remember what happened. Would you 
consider par taking in a crime like this?  
1 Never. 
2 Possibly under the most extreme circumstances. 
3 Possibly under certain circumstances. 
4 Likely. 
5 Yes I could imagine doing this. 
6 Yes very likely to do this. 
7 Definitely. 
 
Would you consider committing a crime like this if it was dark at night and there were no other people around? 
No witnesses or any other people’s reactions to affect you.  
1 Never. 
2 Possibly under the most extreme circumstances. 
3 Possibly under certain circumstances. 
4 Likely. 
5 Yes I could imagine doing this. 
6 Yes very likely to do this. 
7 Definitely. 
 
Consider a situation in which someone very close to you needed a very expensive operation and this would be 
the only way to acquire the funding. Would you ever consider an action like this?  
1 Never. 
2 Possibly under the most extreme circumstances. 
3 Possibly under certain circumstances. 
4 Likely. 
5 Yes I could imagine doing this. 
















‘Take a purse that appears unattended’ 
 
How much do you think you could commit a crime like this in a life and death situation for acquiring money? 
1 Never. 
2 Possibly under the most extreme circumstances. 
3 Possibly under certain circumstances. 
4 Likely. 
5 Yes I could imagine doing this. 
6 Yes very likely to do this. 
7 Definitely. 
 
Are there any circumstances for which you could imagine yourself doing an action like this? 
1 Never. 
2 Possibly under the most extreme circumstances. 
3 Possibly under certain circumstances. 
4 Likely. 
5 Yes I could imagine doing this. 
6 Yes very likely to do this. 
7 Definitely. 
 
Imagine perhaps you were to become intoxicated and you have the extra confidence of for e.g. alcohol or 
cocaine and this situation presented itself, you possibly wouldn’t even remember what happened. Would you 
consider par taking in a crime like this?  
1 Never. 
2 Possibly under the most extreme circumstances. 
3 Possibly under certain circumstances. 
4 Likely. 
5 Yes I could imagine doing this. 
6 Yes very likely to do this. 
7 Definitely. 
 
Would you consider committing a crime like this if it was dark at night and there were no other people around? 
No witnesses or any other people’s reactions to affect you.  
1 Never. 
2 Possibly under the most extreme circumstances. 
3 Possibly under certain circumstances. 
4 Likely. 
5 Yes I could imagine doing this. 
6 Yes very likely to do this. 
7 Definitely. 
  
Consider a situation in which someone very close to you needed a very expensive operation and this would be 
the only way to acquire the funding. Would you ever consider an action like this?  
1 Never. 
2 Possibly under the most extreme circumstances. 
3 Possibly under certain circumstances. 
4 Likely. 
5 Yes I could imagine doing this. 









Appendix 2: Attitude to Offending Style Scale 
 
Scenario A) If you were so upset you felt out of your mind 
 







never  do 
this 
3 



















7 yes I 
would 
do this  
1) Grab a handbag from 
a wealthy woman 
standing alone on a 
platform at night? 
       
2) Follow a rich looking 
older couple until they 
left the main street then 
grab their bags? 
       
3) Lie about your 
possessions to the 
insurance company then 
pretend to lose some of 
these possessions? 
       
4) Add a few extra very 
valuable items to the list 
when reporting a loss to 
the insurance company? 
       
5) Threaten a stranger 
who was rude to you? 
       
6) Leave a threatening 
message on the answer 
phone of someone who 
treated you really 
badly? 
       
7) Go round to the 
house of someone 
who’d been telling lies 
about you to tell them to 
stop or else? 
       
8) Write a warning 
email to someone who 
you thought was after 
your partner? 
       
9) Try the pot someone 
offered you at a party? 
       
10) Take your 
neighbour’s fancy new 
sports car for a drive 
without their permission 
while they were on 
holiday? 
       
11) Get a friend to bring 
you some pot to a 
party? 
       
12) Set fire to a bin to 
watch the flames then 
call the fire brigade to 
tell them (without 
giving your name)? 




Scenario B) If nobody got permanently hurt or harmed 
 






























 yes I 
would 
do this  
1) Grab a handbag from 
a wealthy woman 
standing alone on a 
platform at night? 
       
2) Follow a rich looking 
older couple until they 
left the main street then 
grab their bags? 
       
3) Lie about your 
possessions to the 
insurance company then 
pretend to lose some of 
these possessions? 
       
4) Add a few extra very 
valuable items to the list 
when reporting a loss to 
the insurance company? 
       
5) Threaten a stranger 
who was rude to you? 
       
6) Leave a threatening 
message on the answer 
phone of someone who 
treated you really badly? 
       
7) Go round to the 
house of someone 
who’d been telling lies 
about you to tell them to 
stop or else? 
       
8) Write a warning 
email to someone who 
you thought was after 
your partner? 
       
9) Try the pot someone 
offered you at a party? 
       
10) Take your 
neighbour’s fancy new 
sports car for a drive 
without their permission 
while they were on 
holiday? 
       
11) Get a friend to bring 
you some pot to a party? 
       
12) Set fire to a bin to 
watch the flames then 
call the fire brigade to 
tell them (without 
giving your name)? 





Scenario C) If you needed to do it to protect you or your family in some way 
 






























 yes I 
would 
do this  
1) Grab a handbag from 
a wealthy woman 
standing alone on a 
platform at night? 
       
2) Follow a rich looking 
older couple until they 
left the main street then 
grab their bags? 
       
3) Lie about your 
possessions to the 
insurance company then 
pretend to lose some of 
these possessions? 
       
4) Add a few extra very 
valuable items to the list 
when reporting a loss to 
the insurance company? 
       
5) Threaten a stranger 
who was rude to you? 
       
6) Leave a threatening 
message on the answer 
phone of someone who 
treated you really badly? 
       
7) Go round to the 
house of someone 
who’d been telling lies 
about you to tell them to 
stop or else? 
       
8) Write a warning 
email to someone who 
you thought was after 
your partner? 
       
9) Try the pot someone 
offered you at a party? 
       
10) Take your 
neighbour’s fancy new 
sports car for a drive 
without their permission 
while they were on 
holiday? 
       
11) Get a friend to bring 
you some pot to a party? 
       
12) Set fire to a bin to 
watch the flames then 
call the fire brigade to 
tell them (without 
giving your name)? 






































7 yes I 
would 
do this  
1) Grab a handbag from 
a wealthy woman 
standing alone on a 
platform at night? 
       
2) Follow a rich looking 
older couple until they 
left the main street then 
grab their bags? 
       
3) Lie about your 
possessions to the 
insurance company then 
pretend to lose some of 
these possessions? 
       
4) Add a few extra very 
valuable items to the list 
when reporting a loss to 
the insurance company? 
       
5) Threaten a stranger 
who was rude to you? 
       
6) Leave a threatening 
message on the answer 
phone of someone who 
treated you really 
badly? 
       
7) Go round to the 
house of someone 
who’d been telling lies 
about you to tell them to 
stop or else? 
       
8) Write a warning 
email to someone who 
you thought was after 
your partner? 
       
9) Try the pot someone 
offered you at a party? 
       
10) Take your 
neighbour’s fancy new 
sports car for a drive 
without their permission 
while they were on 
holiday? 
       
11) Get a friend to bring 
you some pot to a party? 
       
12) Set fire to a bin to 
watch the flames then 
call the fire brigade to 
tell them (without 
giving your name)? 





Appendix 3: D45 scale. 
Below is a list of activities you may have been involved in. Please tell me which you have done (even if you 
have not been caught). For each item place a tick in one of the boxes. Please be completely honest. Your 
answers are treated in confidence. Nobody will be referred to, only general trends will be reported.                                 
                                                                                                                                
 












1. Broken into house, shop, school and 
taken money or something else you 
wanted? 
     
2. Broken into a locked car to get 
something from it? 
     
3. Taken hubcaps, wheels, the battery or 
some other part of a car without the 
owner’s permission? 
     
 
4. Taken things worth between £10 and 
£100 from a shop without paying for 
them? 
     
 
5. Threatened to beat someone up if they 
didn’t give you money or something else 
you wanted? 
     
 
6. Carried a razor, flick-knife or some 
other weapon with the intention of using 
it in a fight? 
     
 
7. Pulled a knife, gun or some other 
weapon on someone just to let them 
know you meant business? 
     
 
8. Beat someone up so badly they 
probably needed a doctor? 
     
 
9. Taken a car belonging to someone you 
didn’t know for a ride without the 
owner’s permission? 
     
 
10. Tried to get away from a police 
officer by fighting or struggling? 
     
 
11. Used physical force (like twisting an 
arm or choking) to get money from 
another person? 
     
 
12. Used a club, knife or other weapon to 
get something from someone? 
     
 
13. Taken things from a wallet/purse (or 
the whole wallet/purse) while the owner 
wasn’t around or looking? 
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14. Taken a bicycle belonging to 
someone you didn’t know with no 
intention of returning it? 
     
 
15. Tried to pass a cheque by signing 
someone else’s name? 
     
 
16. Intentionally started a building on 
fire? 
     
 
17. Taken little things (worth less than 
£5) from a shop without paying for 
them? 
     
 
18. Broken the windows of an empty 
house or other unoccupied building? 
     
 
 
19. Bought something you knew had 
been stolen?  
     
 
20. Refused to tell the police or some 
other official what you knew about a 
crime? 
     
 
21. Picked a fight with someone you 
didn’t know just for the hell of it? 
     
 
22. Been involved in gang fights? 
     
23. Been loud, rowdy or unruly in a 
public place?  
     
24. Had sex in public?      
 
25. Attended a demonstration or sporting 
event to cause a disturbance or be 
violent? 
     
 
26. Smoked marijuana (grass/pot)? 
     
 
27. Driven a car when you were drunk or 
high on some drugs? 
     
 
28. Taken barbiturates (downers) or 
speed (or other uppers) without a 
prescription? 
     
 
29. Taken ecstasy (‘E’s)? 
     
 
30. Used heroin (smack) or cocaine ? 
     
31. Cheated at school in tests?      
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32. Not returned extra change that a 
cashier gave you by mistake? 
     
33. Used fake money in a machine?      
 
34. Taken things of large value (worth 
more than £100) from a shop without 
paying for them? 
     
 
35. Been drunk regularly when you were 
under 16? 
     
 
36. Broken into a house, shop, school or 
other building to break things up or 
cause other damage? 
     
 
37. Dialled 999 just for a joke? 
     
 
38. Let off fireworks in the street? 
     
 
39. Deliberately travelled without a 
ticket on a bus, train or the tube? 
     
 
40. Taken money from someone at home 
without returning it? 
     
41.  Deliberately littered the streets? 
     
 
42. Annoyed or insulted a stranger?  
     
 
43. Not gone to school when you should 
have been there? 
     
 
44. Sniffed glue or other solvents (e.g. 
tippex thinner)? 
     
 
45. Used or carried a gun to help you 
commit a crime? 
















Appendix 4: FIRO-B 
Below is a list of some different ways of behaving towards others that you may have. 
Read each statement put an X in one of the 6 boxes to show how much you agree 
that the statement is true.  





































































































































































































































































15. I am more comfortable when people do 
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20. I am easily led by people. DISAGREE       AGREE 
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41. I strongly influence other people`s ideas. DISAGREE       AGREE 
 
42. My close friends keep their feelings a 









































































46. People invite me to join them when we 

































































































































53. I see to it that people do things the way I 







































Appendix 5 Demographic information. 
 
Queensgate, Huddersfield, HD1 3DH 
 
The following Questionnaire addresses the various attitudes towards types of crime. The questionnaire is 
completely confidential and various steps will be taken to ensure that the data is kept safe. You will remain 
anonymous and you have the right to withdraw at any time. 
 
Please indicate your age -   Ethnicity:  
 
 








Black-African?  _____ 
 
Indian?   _____ 
 
Chinese?  _____ 
 
Pakistani?  _____ 
 





Circle as appropriate – 
 
 











Have you ever been caught or convicted of a crime 
besides driving offences? 
 
Have you ever carried out a crime but never been caught?  
 
Married Single Co-habiting With parents 
GCSE or equivalent 
Employed Self-employed Student Unemployed/unable 
to work 
Full time. Part time 
A level or equivalent 
Higher education (Undergraduate, Masters, 
PhD, MD or other 








Thank you. At the top of the next 4 pages are feelings/scenarios, 
followed by a list of actions. Please tick the box that is appropriate 
for you. Following that are a series of statements relating to your 
personality, please tick as appropriate for each statement. Your 
responses are confidential and cannot be traced to you, so please 



































Appendix 5: Consent form 
Informed Consent for Participation in Research 
International Centre for Investigative Psychology 
University of Huddersfield 
Project Title: ATTITUDES AND ACTIONS  
 Researchers: (Your First Name Here)       
As part of our postgraduate studies at the University of Huddersfield we are conducting a 
study on attitudes and actions in various situations. We are speaking to a random selection of 
young people for this. 
 We would therefore be grateful it you could fill in some questionnaires for us. T 
It should not take any more than 20 minutes  
We only want your opinions. There are no right or wrong answers.  
It is completely anonymous. Neither your name nor any other identifying details will be 
recorded in connection with your responses.   Only general trends will be reported, not 
responses from individuals.  
By answering these questions you have consented to be in the study. Participation is 
voluntary. You may decide not to participate in this study and if you begin participation you 
may still decide to stop and withdraw at any time. Your decision will be respected, but please 
be aware that if you chose to withdraw or omit information, we cannot use any of your 
answers for analysis.  
 
Do you have any questions? 
 
Please sign below if you would like to participate in this research. A copy of this form will be 
given to you to retain for future reference.  
 
__________________________________ Signature     __________________ Date 
 
This project is being carried out under the supervision of Professor David Canter. If you have 
any comments or questions about the study please contact him at D.Canter@hud.ac.uk  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
